ABSTRACT
VISION BUILDING AS A SECOND CHAIR LEADER
FOR A LARGE CONGREGATION
by
Gordon Everett Griffin
Second chair leaders in large congregations are engineers of their churches
futures. While first chair leaders envision, articulate, and inspire movement toward that
vision, second chair leaders funnel all that energy into productive places and manage the
process toward the fulfillment of that vision. They serve the vision, and thus the first
chair, as tacticians, managers, invigorators, and vanguards.
The purpose of this qualitative study was to explore the operative qualities of
second chair leaders in order to understand better the dynamics that contribute to leading
effectively with and beyond positional authority from the second chair in large
congregations.
This study included a case study of the life of Barnabas as a biblical model of
second chair leadership. This study interviewed second chair leaders in large
congregations. Recurring themes from the interviews were compiled, resulting in an
assessment of how to be an effective vision builder from the second chair for a large
congregation.
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CHAPTER 1
PROBLEM
I once preached a sermon about reaching the lost in our community. It was full of
passion and very motivational for our congregation. Toward the end of my sermon, I
even offered some “next steps,” some program implementation ideas, but these were just
ideas. I thought these rough sketches would be enough. I figured that if I got people
excited and pointed them in the right direction, they would naturally self-initiate. I was a
very young pastor. Knowing where the church needs to go is one hurdle but how to get
there represents a compounded, difficult to negotiate set of obstacles.
Over the last decade, a lot has been written about vision. Bob Feitl, a seasoned
executive pastor now serving a megachurch in Michigan, defines vision as “a place we
need to get to,… a significant advance that God still wants us to accomplish.” Feitl then
retorts, “But a vision without an implementation strategy is a vision that gets blurry and
dim, and too distant to compel passionate commitment.” Feitl’s senior pastor primes the
pumps, stirs the heart, gets the well-spring of living water flowing. Feitl’s job is to make
sure the water has a place to flow. Otherwise, it just puddles up, seeps down, and is lost
to the surrounding soil so desperately dry. Feitl sees a similar partnership described in
Haggai 1:1 and 14-15: “God’s vision to rebuild the temple was given first to Joshua the
High Priest, but also to Zerubbabel the governor.… In fact, it is Zerubbabel who wields
the major influence in actually getting the rebuilding work restarted and completed.” Feitl
may or may not contribute to the vision design, but he is heavily involved with vision
“development and deployment.” Kenneth Blanchard agrees that vision alone cannot get
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the job done. Too often a leader’s time is spent on vision while implementation is ignored
(31).
Elevating maturity in people, leading them toward an unseen destination, these
tasks require a clearly defined process not just a declaration of destinations. Preparing
congregations (and staff) to be conduits and co-laborers on behalf of the vision demands
more than an exciting sermon series. Sermon series are just mechanisms for initiating
movement toward maturity, toward growth (wide and deep), and along the way to
feeding that momentum. The bottom line of a well-planned sermon series must include
paths for progress on the backside. While vision appropriately revisited throughout the
process sustains momentum and keeps the organization focused, markers along the way
(tools for measuring progress) and the means (building space, personnel, strategic
programs, funding) have to be mapped out in advance. In this scenario, the senior pastor
must sustain the duality of internalizing and casting the vision while creating, delineating,
and managing a well-marked process of implementation.
Andy Stanley writes about the difficulty of juggling this kind of bifurcated
mental reality: “The daily grind of life is hard on vision. Life is now. Bills are now. Crisis
is now. Vision is later. It is easy to lose sight of the main thing, to sacrifice the best for
the sake of the good” (202). For high visionary leaders, management of the vision can be
distracting, the stuff that causes them to “lose sight of the main thing” (202).
Implementation details tend to bog them down. Timelines stifle creativity. Org charts
appear tedious. Highly visionary senior pastors are concerned with transformative,
relational priorities—visiting the sick, jobless families, poverty, hopelessness, unreached
peoples, biblical illiteracy, pluralism, couples struggling to stay married, teenage
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delinquency, rampant immorality. For senior pastors of any size church to turn their focus
toward the management of the vision tends to stifle their passions, their calling. It is not
what they are wired for. It is not what their seminary training prepared them to do.
Larry G. Hoyle presents a case study that investigates how his church’s growth in
recent years has led them to ask, “After 145 Years, Does Mount Vernon Need an XP?”
Mount Vernon experienced rapid growth during a seven year run (1997-2004) going from
700+ in worship to over 1,200 (9). Hoyle reports that some key phenomena began to
deteriorate the church’s otherwise healthy outlook. Up until 2004, the church staff always
had open access to the senior pastor. The senior pastor had an open-door policy. In time
though, this policy became a serious impediment to his leadership. He was being overrun
with concerns, some trivial but many legitimate, thus requiring appeals to a figure higher
up in the organization. Being their direct report, the senior pastor was the natural and
only authority available to whom the staff could appeal. To further the problem, the
senior pastor shares that the church had become a staff dominated and staff driven to the
degree that “‘our ministers have rid themselves of a feedback system from the
membership’” (11). The staff had become almost septic. The senior pastor admits being
close to burnout. He admits that he is “not a good manager of the staff,” and concludes,
“We need to be restructured so staff can be better managed and can work together as a
team” (13).
Second, Hoyle notes that the senior pastor is now working sixty to sixty-five
hours per week. Hoyle reports, “Preparing two sermons per week, leading weekly staff
meetings,… settling quarrels among support staff and ministerial staff, counseling,
performing an average of 13 weddings a year, performing an average of 20 funerals a
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year, and trying to find time with his wife, two sons, and his parents who moved into his
home due to their failing health” (11).
In an interview with Church Executive magazine, David R. Fletcher describes
indirectly the phenomena at Mount Vernon church:
As churches in America grew and added staff, the senior pastor suddenly
became the chief of staff, chief fund raiser, mentor and coach, and he just
ran out of steam. And so churches experimented with associate pastors to
help, but that just did not work. (Gopez-Sindac)
It did not work because the job description of the associate pastor oftentimes mirrored
that of the senior pastor only with lesser demands on preaching and weightier demands
on visitation and adult education. The associate pastor did not take any direct
responsibility off the senior pastor but only lightened the senior pastor’s case load. The
dual leadership role requirements still persisted. Eventually, the senior pastor’s to-do list
would build back up and another associate would need to be added, creating even one
more person to manage. This scenario is reminiscent of Aaron and his Levitical order.
Aaron essentially cloned himself multiple times, charging a majority of the priests with
duplicate tasks. In a model where the local church’s only duties relate to function
(administering communion, offering prayers for the people, keeping the Tent in good
order), Aaron’s model works. In contrast, in the evangelistically focused, postChristendom mode of the twenty-first century church, growth, not just management,
becomes a central demand of the senior pastor’s office (Stevens 27, 34). To continue
wearing both hats, that of the primary visionary and the primary vision implementer,
thins the senior pastor’s attention to the degree that he or she cannot possibly do both
well. Fletcher offers, “What those churches [need is] a point person … responsible for
managing and leading the whole church” (Gopez-Sindac). Fletcher calls this point person
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the “gatekeeper [who] helps relieve stress on the senior pastor so [senior pastors] can do
what they do best—preaching, teaching, and casting vision.”
Most senior pastors of megachurches today have addressed the distraction (or
pains) of mapping out the process and managing that process by hiring second chair
leaders. They go by titles such as executive pastor, associate pastor, senior administrator,
and minister to staff. In his dissertation, John T. Hawco describes this “need-driven
office” of second chair leaders: “The executive pastor’s role is to fill in the management
side of the pastoral office to ensure the accomplishment of the church’s mission while
avoiding overtaxing the senior pastor” (7). Hawco cites Acts 6:1-6, comparing this role to
that of the New Testament diakonos, “whose role was to bring relief to the elder’s
workload” (13). Hope for overtaxed senior pastors comes in the form of closely aligned,
vision-wedded second chair leaders who get under that heavy load of running the church
and keep it moving in the direction of the vision. These second chair leaders help identify
and track those maturity markers, while at the same time managing the means toward a
sustained and eventually attained vision. They are managers of the process toward a
realized vision.
George Barna, a Christian researcher, reports that while 69 percent of the pastors
of effective churches have preaching and teaching as their primary gift while
administration and organizational management are found in only 15 percent (32-34). In a
small church setting, senior pastors must be both the primary visionary and the primary
organizational manager, but this study is not about the small church. This study focused
on the large church of eight hundred or more. I concentrated on that man or woman in the
second chair of a large church. I endeavored to discover his or her leadership style, how
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they complement, even magnify the influence of their senior pastor, and finally, how they
effectively manage the process toward a realized vision.
The Problem of Authority
With regards to leadership, authority is not the issue, authority is an issue. For
second chair leaders, however, authority is perhaps bigger an issue than for the first chair
and the organization he or she serves. Part of the reason for this problem may be the
degree of ambiguity surrounding the second chair. Authority comes with the top spot. It
is expected and natural to assume such, but not so with the second chair. The following
fictional story presents an example.
“The End-Run”
Patrick is the senior pastor of Grace Church, a congregation of 1,500 worshippers
on an average Sunday. He has held this position for six years and enjoys the trust and
admiration of both the congregation and the larger community.
Margaret is the senior associate pastor at Grace Church. She and Patrick struck up
a friendship about a decade ago at a pastor’s convention. They have been friends ever
since. Two years ago Patrick invited Margaret to join the staff of Grace Church. She is an
able and trusted leader.
Bill is a long-standing member of Grace Church. Bill is a shrewd local
businessman who has operated his businesses using a top-down style of leadership.
One afternoon, Bill put a phone call through to Patrick.
“Afternoon Patrick.”
“Afternoon Bill. What can I do for ya?”
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Bill started, “Well, I attended the Finance Committee meeting last night. Some
decisions were made concerning the budget that I thought we ought to talk about.”
Patrick responded, “Well Bill, as you know, Margaret is in charge of financial
decisions around here. I make it a point not to attend those meetings.”
Bill replied sternly, “Yes, I am very aware.” Bill continued, “Nevertheless, there
was some really important stuff being presented last night. I just thought you might like
to know about some of them.”
“Thanks for your concern, Bill. I really do appreciate it. But Margaret and I have
known one another a long time and she is the most competent person I know for the job.
She and I got together before the meeting to discuss the agenda, as we always do, and I
agreed with her assessments. If there is a problem—”
“There is a problem Patrick. That’s what I’m tryin’ to say! The operating budget
of this church is just too large to have you absent when major decisions are being made.
For instance, take the proposal about—”
“Bill. Bill. Thanks again for your concern. But Margaret is my point person on
this. If there are issues to be discussed, you’ll need to take those up with her.” Patrick
changed the subject. “Have you been out on the golf course lately? The weather is
looking great today!”
Bill got it. After a long pause on the other end of the line, his thoughts draining
from his mind, Bill replied, “Thanks for your time, Patrick.”
“And thank you again for your concern Bill. You know I love you and value your
opinion. I’ll see you next Sunday.”
“Bye.”
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“Bye.”
If you have ever spent time in a second chair role you are familiar with the catch
phrase known as the end-run. It describes someone circumventing the authority of a
subordinate in the organization in order to gain an audience with his or her first chair.
Oftentimes the end-run tactic is engaged to push forward a personal agenda to which the
immediate person of contact will either not agree or is ill-equipped to handle. If the point
person is ill-equipped to handle the issue, the reason for the end-run could be actual,
meaning the subordinate has not been given authority to make a decision for the
organization relating to the matter. The reason could also be perceptual: The point person
is endowed with the authority of his or her first chair to make a decision, but the third
party with the presenting issue does not recognize the second chair’s authority as
legitimate. Bill’s end-run of Margaret was based on a perceptual flaw. Fortunately for
Margaret, she had a first chair leader who reinforced the authority he had granted her.
A wide spectrum of opinion exists regarding how much positional authority is
needed for effective second chair leadership. Some posit that positional authority, though
important, is altogether the wrong issue. In their book, Mike Bonem and Roger Patterson
argue that influence is the appropriate mechanism for impacting an organization.
Influence, unlike positional authority, is earned over time. It is the result of years of
trusted, competent leadership. Influence transcends position and title. Anyone who
becomes a person of influence achieves a high that extends beyond the reach of any
corporate or organizational ladder. Bonem and Patterson weigh influence as more
important than positional authority: one a virtue, the other a vice. One represents real
power; the other a permissive form of power (12-13).
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Now consider a local church much like Grace Church. Attendance runs over
1,500 plus people, the demands of which become too great for any one leader to manage.
Foreseeing this need, the first chair and the leadership of the church decide to create a
new position on the church staff. When defining the role of this person, two options exist
that will allow the church to retain a hierarchical, top-down organizational structure: (1)
hiring a task-sharer, someone to lighten the case load of the senior pastor yet not relieving
him or her of the broad spectrum of duties, or (2) splitting the duties between the senior
pastor and this newly formed second chair position. In the previous story, Patrick opted
for choice number two. He split the duties of his office between himself and Margaret,
the second chair.
To those who believe that positional authority is not essential, perhaps altogether
the wrong issue, I doubt Margaret would agree. I think she would reject the notion that
influence not positional authority is what really matters. I think she would have cared
deeply had Patrick entertained Bill’s questions and concerns. For Margaret, influence
alone was not going to solve the problem of the end-run. Though influence may be the
true measure of great leaders, the hard facts of organizational life warrant visible
authority structures and the means for maintaining them.
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Problem Statement
Working from this premise, this study explored the nature and use of positional
authority among second chair leaders. This study investigated how second chair leaders
uniquely use positional authority in a positive, organizationally affirming way. In large
congregations more and more senior pastors are turning to trusted, competent second
chair leaders to share the authority of their office in leading the ministry of the church.
A second problem addressed by this study was the determination of how to split
the role and thus responsibilities of the office of the senior pastor. Once split, this study
investigated how the second chair leader implements effectively the vision of his or her
first chair.
Purpose Statement
The purpose of this study was to explore the qualities of second chair leaders in
large congregations in order to understand better the dynamics that contribute to leading
effectively with and beyond positional authority from the second chair in large
congregations. This study benefits the senior pastor who wishes to maximize the
effectiveness of his or her second chair leader and what to look for if they want to hire
someone to this role. Also, for those who already occupy or who are considering a second
chair position in the local church, this study exhaustively reveals the strategies and
practices toward effectively managing the process to a realized vision.
Research Questions
In order to fulfill the purposes of this study, three research questions were
identified:
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1. What are the common experiences of second chair leaders of large
congregations?
2. What is the role of positional authority as an enabler of second chair
leadership?
3. To what extent are the seven qualities of second chair leaders present as
identified in the literature review?
Definition of Terms
In this study, the principal terms to be used have been defined as follows.
The seven qualities of second chair leaders identified in the literature are not ego
driven, joyfully submitted, voices conviction/principled, wise mediator, developer of
leaders, self-sacrificing, and process oriented.
Large congregations are any organized and self-sustaining bodies of Protestant
believers with recognized ordained pastors to shepherd them. Numerically speaking, I am
limiting my field research to churches of eight hundred or more in regular attendance.
The first chair is not a supervisor or manager. The first chair is more than the
person in charge of personnel or a particular area of service; rather, the first chair is the
person in charge of everything. The first chair is the person at the top of the organization.
For this study, the organization is the local church and the first chair is the senior pastor.
The second chair is the number 2 person in the local church, one down on the
organizational chart from the senior pastor. The second chair is a paid position. In the
local church, second chair titles are often assistant pastor, associate pastor, executive
pastor, teaching pastor, or senior administrator.
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Final authority is the intangible entitlement of first chair leaders to have the final
word, to trump any decision by another in the organization, to make course corrections
and revision the organization midstream. Though not exclusive to the first chair, final
authority is most often inherited along with the position. In a majority of local churches,
final authority is possessed by the senior pastor.
Positional authority is an external form of authority. Positional authority derives
its power from being at the top slot in the organization or from a governing board who
imbue the position of the employee with certain rights of oversight and responsibilities.
Methodology
This research was an exploratory study utilizing semi-structured interviews.
Participants
Using the snowballing technique, I predetermined to do a minimum of thirty
interviews. The interview population consisted of second chair leaders of large
congregations. I continued conducting interviews until the responses received no longer
contained any new insights. I established four criteria by which to select participants.
First as previously mentioned, the second chair is the number 2 person in the
local church, one down on the organizational chart from the senior pastor. The second
chair is a paid position. In the local church, second chair titles are often assistant pastor,
associate pastor, executive pastor, teaching pastor, or administrative pastor.
Second, the second chair leader served a congregation of eight hundred plus
average in worship each Sunday.
Third, I chose participants from across the Protestant denominational spectrum.

Griffin 13
Fourth, participants did not have to be ordained clergy. Research indicated a
growing population of second chair leaders who fit these four criteria. I purposed to
randomly select thirty participants from among them.
Variables
The major variable studied through qualitative analysis was second chair
leadership. Secondary variables were the seven qualities as identified in the literature
review. The results were not manipulated in any way.
Instrumentation
A researcher-designed, semi-structured interview protocol consisting of nine
grand tour questions was given (see Appendix D). I contacted potential interviewees via
e-mail to see if the individual fit the criteria of the sample (see Appendix A). I gave the
interview protocol a pilot test during April and May 2007 to check for ambiguity or
confusion. I asked four subjects similar to the interview pool to participate and give
feedback. I conducted these sample interviews in-person; however, I included neither
these interviews nor the collected insights in the data for analysis for this study. The
interview questions remained as designed with only slight modifications.
Data Collection
Representing an interactive approach, data was collected in the following manner:
1. I identified potential second chair leaders in one of two ways. They were either
identified on their church’s web site by title, or I called their church and inquired.
2. First contact with the interviewee was always via e-mail (see Appendix A).
Most interviewees responded within a day or two; however, some required multiple emails or a phone call/e-mail to their administrative secretary.
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3. I sent out an e-mail reminder one or two days prior to the scheduled interview
(see Appendix B).
4. I conducted in-person interviews with each second chair leader (see Appendix
D).
5. The location for each interview occurred at the church where the second chair
leader serves with the exception of two interviews.
6. I recorded each interview.
7. I placed the recorder out of the line of sight between myself and the interviewee
to help set the interviewee at ease.
8. I made transcriptions each interview.
9. An e-mail thanking the interviewee was sent out either on the same day as the
interview or the next day (see Appendix C).
I chose to begin with thirty participants for the study but envisioned conducting
more interviews if the responses received did not become repetitious. The responses did
become repetitious; therefore, and with the permission of my Doctor of Ministry mentor,
I conducted twenty-six of the anticipated thirty interviews. One of the interviews had to
be thrown out. During the interview, I discovered that the participant did not meet the
criteria for the study. A total of twenty-five interviews became the pool from which data
was extracted.
Location of Participants
Nineteen of the participants served churches in the state of Georgia. Five of the
participants served churches in the state of Kentucky. One participant served a church in
Missouri. Overwhelmingly, the participants were from the Southeast region of the United
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States (96 percent). Despite this lack of geographic diversity, I suspect that the results
were generalizable among second chair leaders of large congregations. One supporting
bit of evidence to this regard comes from the sample interviews. Although not used as
part of the data pool for this study, two of the interviews were conducted with executive
pastors in Texas and one with an executive pastor in Ohio. The responses obtained from
these three interviews plus the one interview in Missouri were consistent with or
generalizable to those conducted in the Southeast.
Theological Reflection
To guide my theological reflection, I centered on the biblical character Barnabas.
I used what was known about Barnabas’ life as a case study from which to glean certain
second chair leadership qualities. The qualities identified were wise mediator, developer
of leaders, joyfully submitted, process oriented, voices conviction, self-sacrificing, and
not ego driven. The discovery of these qualities resulted in the formation of a biblical
model of second chair leadership. The model and additional findings are presented indepth in Chapter 2.
Importance of the Study
This study reveals the role of second chair leaders as vision implementers in large
congregations. This study found that second chair leaders are shouldered with the
responsibility of managing the organizational components of the local church in the
present with the intent of building toward the articulated vision of the senior pastor. This
study concludes that second chair leaders of large congregations are more than managers.
They are leaders. They are engineers of the future church to which they serve.
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Additionally, this study reveals how second chair leaders of large congregations
interact with and effectively serve their senior pastor. It examines whether the role of
authority is an essential component of second chair leadership.
Overview of the Dissertation
Chapter 2 investigates the causative factors leading to the emergence of the
second chair leader in many large congregations. Chapter 2 also presents a case study on
the biblical character Barnabas, which produced a model of second chair leadership. A
comparison of my second chair model to other leadership models revealed its uniqueness
and strengths. Finally, Chapter 2 investigates the subject of authority and considered the
new kind of leader emerging in a postmodern world.
Chapter 3 gives an in-depth explanation of the design of the study.
Chapter 4 furnishes an examination of the research findings.
Chapter 5 reports the significant findings of the study as well as the implications
that resulted from these findings.
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CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE
Introduction
We challenge the time-honored notion that all great institutions are the lengthened
shadows of a Great Man or Woman.
—Warren Bennis and David A. Heenan, Co-Leaders
Chapter 2 is composed of four sections. The first section considers the role of the
second chair as either leader or manager. I established that leading from the second chair
involves both manager-like and leader-like skill sets, the use of which depends largely
upon the degree of power sharing available on the job.
Whereas the first section draws data from and speaks to a secular business
leadership model, the second section of the literature review takes those theories and
applies them directly to the immediate arena for study—the local church. This application
seeks to understand the role of the second chair leader as primary vision implementer.
Section two reveals what researchers say are the responsibilities and qualities required for
success.
The third section duplicates the application of second chair leadership theory to
the local church but this time by asking what Scripture says about the responsibilities and
qualities required for success in this role. I sought a theological foundation for second
chair leadership theory and praxis.
The fourth section speaks directly to the issue of authority and presents it in its
many forms as measures of mature leadership. The fourth section engages both secular
and Christian literature on the subject of authority, thereby deepening the reader’s
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understanding of the kinds of authority available and that are perhaps the most effective
in a postmodern world.
Chapter 2 concludes by returning to the roles of second chair as manger and
second chair as leader. It presents the seven qualities of second chair leaders as enablers
of leading with and beyond positional authority from the second chair in a positive,
organizationally affirming way.
Second Chair Leadership Theory: Leader or Manager
The title “second chair” carries different perceptions for different people. On the
one hand, the title might invoke images of the person in charge while for others, images
of that person who is first in line to receive orders. The title second chair may summon to
mind the person who gives recommendations based on firm convictions or, in contrast,
the person who serves up a buffet of options on which the number 1 then acts. The
difference between these two perceptions is the difference between leading and
managing.
Geoffrey M. Bellman differentiates between managing and leading. Table 2.1
offers a comparison of these differences. According to Bellman’s descriptions, managing
is more “analytical and logical, more planful and conservative, whereas leading is more
intuitive and organic, more visionary and emergent” (14). In their book, Warren Bennis
and Burt Nanus offer a similar distinction between leading and managing: “Managers are
people who do things right and leaders are people who do the right thing [original
emphasis]. The difference may be summarized as activities of vision and judgment—
effectiveness [original emphasis] versus activities of mastering routines—efficiency
[original emphasis]” (21). The tendency in large organizations is toward management,
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toward the maintenance of growth and success, rather than toward the stimulation of
growth in new directions with a new or revitalized vision. In the local church, this pull is
toward over programming (Stanley, Joiner, and Jones 88-89). Management would bleed a
good idea dry. Leadership seeks ways to reconstitute vitality. Both have their place. Both
are critical to the overall success of the organization. Successful organizations are
attentive to both leading and managing; however, with regard to the second and first
chair leader, successful organizations must determine who is supposed to lead and who is
supposed to manage.

Table 2.1. Difference between Managing and Leading
Managing Is

Leading Is

Working within boundaries

Expanding boundaries

Controlling resources

Influencing others

Planning to reach goals

Creating a vision of a possible future

Contracting how and when work will be done

Committing to get the work done no matter what

Emphasizing reason and logic supported by
intuition

Emphasizing intuition and feelings supported by
reason

Deciding present actions based on the past and
precedent

Deciding present actions based on the envisioned
future

Waiting for all relevant data before deciding

Pursuing enough data to decide now

Measuring performance against plans

Assessing accomplishment against vision

Source: Bellman 14.
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Often second chair personnel are cast in a managerial light. Their role is to mind
the store in the absence of the number 1, but not to tamper with the product line or
personnel and certainly not to make decisions that will effectively shift the culture of the
organization one way or the other. The number 1 is perceived as the visionary, the
disturber of the calm water, while the second chair implements the ideas that come down
from his or her senior leader:
[Second chairs] tend to be reactive, responding to requests (or
instructions) from their first chairs. They find satisfaction in checking
things off of their “to do” list. They want to see the established processes
and programs function at their very best. (Bonem 1)
In addition to the manager label, Bellman believes, “Yes, you can lead when you are not
[original emphasis] in a position of authority. Yes, you can lead when everyone you are
working with outranks you” (14). For Bellman, leadership transcends titles and positional
status such that he downplays the need for formal authority as a precondition for effective
leadership:
[M]any of us think of power in terms of the formal authority in the hands
of those in charge—which automatically means that we don’t have it. Our
responses to this power vary from respect to envy to covetousness to
disgust. Too often our response blinds us to the other forms of power
available to us. (168)
In order for Bellman to refocus readers on “the other forms of power available to us”, he
bypasses any discussion that marries formal power with other forms. His reasoning is
unclear. Perhaps his intended audience is composed of people who are “not in charge,” as
the title of the book suggests. My suspicion, however, is that a marriage in the second
chair between formal authority and “other forms” is irreconcilable in his mind. Bellman
appears suspicious of such a marriage perhaps because he has never seen it work well.
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Too much egoless leadership is required giving leaders too much room to trip up. For
Bellman that is just too problematic.
Warren Bennis and David A. Heenan enter this seemingly uncharted territory in
their book. Bennis and Heenan echo Bellman’s challenge of the compartmentalization of
number 1 as leader and number 2 as manager, but they do not stop there. They push
across the problematic barriers that Bellman foresees and argue for number 2 as coleader, a power sharing model of leadership:
Power is only shared by those who first choose to share it. In light of this
first law of co-leadership, more and more organizations—and their
governing boards—are realizing that willingness to share power is one of
the criteria by which leaders must be judged. (19)
In this CEO to COO model of power sharing, the CEO grants the COO a measure of his
or her authority and that quite willingly. The CEO’s thought process sounds like, “This
person is talented. If I lean in with my critical eye it is just going to inhibit his/her
creativity and effectiveness to lead.” In such a scenario, the responsibility of the senior
leader is to “retain the necessary talent and unleash it” (17).
Mike Bonem enters this debate with his article addressed to second chair
personnel. Bonem believes the leader versus manager roles “[do] not represent two
exclusive styles” into which the number 2 must choose one or the other (2): “Some
people are more ‘leader-like’ and others more ‘manager-like’. Most fall at various points
between these two extremes. Truly effective second chair leaders are flexible, varying
their approach along this continuum” (2-3). Bonem is then quick to point out that second
chair leaders do not have free reign to exercise their leader-like qualities. Second chair
leaders are constrained by four primary factors: their job description, the leadership style
of the first chair, the culture and history of the organization, and the second chair’s
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deficiencies in particular areas (2).1 Attempting to lead outside of these “invisible
boundary lines” can be an occupational hazard for second chair leaders and ought to be
kept in view, but in no way do these constraints rob the second chair leader from truly
leading (2). On knowing when to use which style, Bonem’s advice is “to adapt [emphasis
mine] in order to serve and lead effectively in your second chair role” (2).
David L. Bradford and Allan R. Cohen push this envelope even further in their
book. Bradford and Cohen advocate a near dissolution of formal power structures such
that the number 1 yields the final decision to a collaborative group of number 2s of which
he or she is a contributing partner. Decision making in this mode of power sharing is by
consensus:
Operating by consensus, the leader no longer retains exclusive veto power;
this changes the criterion for an acceptable decision from “We will take
my first choice” to “Is this a decision that I can live with and support?”
Each person on the team uses this criterion, so that anyone, including the
leader, can veto a decision that he or she can’t support. (103)
The position taken here by Bradford and Cohen is a radical next step in the evolution of
the power-sharing model, perhaps too far for most. Bradford and Cohen are responding to
the way in which team consensus as a means for decision making in organizations is
trumped by the decision of the number 1. Oftentimes the number 1’s decision is not based
on their expertise in the area, but “more a matter of personal comfort” (103).
Second chair personnel are increasingly being tapped for their creative,
organization-energizing, tactical potential. According to Bellman, Bennis and Heenan,
Bonem, and Bradford and Cohen, second chairs have leader potential and can exercise
those skill sets to the benefit of the organization depending on the degree of power-

1

For more on these four constraints, see Leading from the Second Chair by Mike Bonem and
Roger Patterson, pp. 43-60.
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sharing available to them on the job. Where they disagree concerns the practicality of
how much power sharing should exist between the number 1 and number 2. The other
important factor is what these authors do not say—that second chair personnel are not
divorced of their management responsibility. Emerging then are two roles, between
which the second chair vacillates—the second chair as manager and the second chair as
leader. Leading, therefore, from the second chair involves both.
Second Chair Leader as Primary Vision Implementer
Thus far, the literature review paints a broad brushstroke of second chair
leadership theory. Furthermore, with the exception of Bonem, this literature draws data
from and speaks to a secular business leadership model. The next section of the literature
review takes those theories and applies them directly to the immediate arena for study—
the local church. This application is accomplished by seeking to understand the role of
the second chair leader as primary vision implementer.
A Brief History of Church Growth
In 1980, Lyle Schaller who is one of the foremost authorities on church growth
and church planning, classified Protestant churches by size. Table 2.2 represents his
findings (28). The percentile rating reveals where each church size ranks in comparison
“to all other Protestant congregations [in North America]” (29). According to Schaller in
1980, one in every two Protestant churches across North America sustained a median
attendance score of seventy-five people on a Sunday morning (29). Equally striking is
that in 1980 92 percent of Protestant churches in North America averaged less than 350
people in attendance. Extremely rare were the seven hundred plus churches granted the
title “mini-denomination.” These mini-denomination churches were often criticized for
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“resembling a big business with its elaborate plans, high visibility, huge budget, heavy
dependence on paid staff, large and complex building, receptionists, computers, weekly
television program,… and attractively printed public relations materials” (34). America
was gearing up, although not yet ready, for the megachurch phenomenon.

Table 2.2. Ranking by Church Size in 1980
Average Attendance
35
75
140
200
350
600
700 or more

%
25
50
75
85
95
98
100

Type
Fellowship
Small
Middle-sized
Awkward size
Large
Huge
Mini-denomination

Toward the beginning of the 1990s, churchgoers had caught onto the advantages
of the larger church. Church buildings across North America were beginning to swell. In
1999, Gary McIntosh presented a study showing that two higher categories of church size
existed in addition to those listed by Schaller. Table 2.3 reveals a summary of his
findings (17).

Table 2.3. Ranking by Church Size in 1999
Average Attendance

%

1000+
800-999
400-799
250-399
200-249
140-199
75-139
35-74
34 or less

99
98
95
90
85
80
70
50
20
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Since 1980, the bottom end (thirty-four or less) has sharply declined. The thirtyfour or less churches representing approximately 30 percent of churches reduced in
number to 20 percent of all churches. Churches in the mid-range, 140 to four hundred,
remained by percentile much the same. The top end, however, those add-on categories of
eight hundred and one thousand plus, is where real innovation was taking place. No mold
or playbook for these church leaders to follow exists. The large church was as unfamiliar
an environment to its senior pastor as it was for the congregants attending it. The senior
pastor was left to figure out how he would address the mushrooming pastoral care needs
of his congregation while invigorating and managing a large staff. He might adapt secular
organizational principles but sifting through the mountains of potentially helpful
materials represented a daunting task. These issues, these unchartered waters gave rise to
a new kind of leadership—co-leadership.
The Rise of Co-Leadership
As established in Chapter 1, the office of the senior minister is required to wear at
least two hats, that of the primary visionary and the primary vision implementer. The
former plays into the skills sets intuitive to most senior pastors of large congregations—
preaching, teaching, and casting vision. These are tasks common to traditional pastoral
ministry, and one might intuit that these come naturally to a majority of senior ministers.
In contrast, the latter requires a skill set foreign to their training and perhaps carries a
deflating onus about it. Don Cousins, former executive pastor at Willow Creek
Community Church, reasons why administration might be burdensome:
Few pastors graduate from seminary hoping to become administrators.
The term administration [original emphasis], itself, hardly sets feet
dancing. In many people’s minds administration [original emphasis]
stands precipitously close to bureaucracy [original emphasis]. It smacks of
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endless details, of rigidity, red tape, and routine. Yet, administration—
managing the affairs of a church—often spells the difference between
pastoral effectiveness and ineffectiveness. (Anderson, Cousins, and
DeKruyter 17)
Anderson, Cousins, and DeKruyter equate vision implementation, the business of running
the church, leading the staff, constructing budgets, with the corporate concept of
administration. They do not codify it deliberately as a pastoral function, only that it is
within the purview of the minister’s responsibilities. Anderson, Cousins, and DeKruyter
see administration as necessary, a task that “remains at the heart of ministry” (18) but not
pastoral by nature.
In 2001, Leadership Network hosted a forum of prevailing church leaders to
discuss the emerging role of the second chair leader. When asked why their church
sought an executive pastor to come alongside the senior minister, one participant gave
two reasons for the staff addition—“growth and/or pain” (Travis):
The system has outgrown the team as it is currently structured and gifted.
Staff, whether senior pastor or other team members, are feeling the stress.
Often the board makes note of this and wonders: Is there another way?
Also it is usually a Senior Pastor’s initiative to seek a solution such as an
Executive Pastor.
Bill Hybels, senior minister of Willow Creek Community Church, shares the significance
of having an executive pastor at his side:
[On the] leadership managerial side, Greg has helped me and has taken a
substantial portion of the leadership managerial weight and put it on his
shoulders. It’s been able to free me up to do better teaching and strategic
leadership here and there as opposed to bear the full brunt of the burden
every day. (Hybels, Hawkins, and Beach)
On both accounts, the second chair role is looked to for its managerial, administrative
contributions:
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What I think drives pastors crazy more than any other thing is to know that
the standards for teaching are very high. People want great messages.
They want fresh thoughts—new biblical insights. They want research to
be accurate and cutting edge. It takes a lot of work to be a great
communicator. But then the whole leadership, management and
administrative side of a growing church is a monster. It’s an ever-growing,
ever-changing monster. (Hybels, Hawkins, and Beach)
Hybels spells out the bifurcated reality that is his role—the primary visionary and the
primary vision implementer. Cousins remarks that the senior minister of a large
congregation is left with two options—“either find someone to manage the church or
learn to do it themselves” (Anderson, Cousins, and DeKruyter 17).
In an article submitted to the National Association of Church Business
Administrators (NACBA), Kirk Freeman articulates the value of the executive pastor or
second chair role: “Utilized strategically, an executive pastor can help give a senior
pastor and, subsequently the church, a “second wind,” hoping to propel them forward
both in growth and effectiveness” (14). Ken Godevenos raises the question, “Does Your
Church Need an Executive Pastor?” Signs of an increasing need include “communication
gaps, non-integrated programs and often [staff] working in isolation” as opposed to
within a team-based environment. Godevenos says the decision comes down to the
difference between “an Administrative Pastor or a true EP [Executive Pastor]”: “The
former administers day-to-day operations while the latter usually acts as the pilot who
gets us to our destination. The Senior Pastor serves as the navigator who knows where
you are going.” Godevenos relegates the scope of the second chair’s position to “the
management of operations and programs as well as the supervision of staff.”
Fletcher reflects on the progression of positions that has led to the rise of second
chair vision implementers. Schaller observes that the second chair began as “a minister
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who assist[s] the pastor (Assistant Pastor), [then morphs into] a person who takes on an
entire department or slice of a local church ministry (Associate Pastor), [and finally] to
oversight of an entire church ministry (Executive Pastor)” (qtd. in Fletcher 36).
This progression sounds reminiscent of Moses and his leadership of the nation of
Israel. Worn down by the heavy demands of managing his people, Moses’ father-in-law
counseled him to install a second chair leader, someone to share the authority of his
office. Exodus 18 recounts the event:
[Jethro counseled,] “What you are doing is not good. You and these
people who come to you will only wear yourselves out. The work is too
heavy for you; you cannot handle it alone.” (Exod. 18:17-18, NIV)
Moses’ father-in-law challenged him to divide his role among trusted leaders (Exod.
18:21-22). Of note, only until recently has the church recovered this leadership structure,
one whose invention was to encourage, manage, and administrate God’s people.
Before launching into the next section, I pause to consider one additional
observation. Based the literature review consulted thus far, none emphasize a pastoral
quality for this role. Their primary assessment suggests administration is just pure
administration, pure implementation. As such, the second chair role in a large
congregation would be better served by a secular executive than by a seminary trained,
pastorally skilled practitioner. This is only a hypothesis, one which I grapple with later in
this chapter.
Primary Vision Implementer
Fletcher has contributed extensively to the field of second chair leadership theory
within the local church. His work began with his dissertation project which investigated
the role of the executive pastor. Since that time, Fletcher has written dozens of articles on
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the subject, launched and maintained a Web site for executive pastors, and hosted
executive pastor teaching conferences around the country. On one of his research visits to
a large congregation, Fletcher began to see the distinction between the executive pastor as
pure manager and the executive pastor as leader/manager:
The staff … perceived that some Executive Pastors are “numbers guys”
who focus on finances, not on implementing vision. One staff member
summarized this line of thought: “The Executive Pastor at my old church
was a numbers guy, but Steve [the Executive Pastor] says and means
‘whatever it takes.’ ‘God’s going to do great stuff.’ The old church guy
said, ‘Is it broken?’” In terms of implementing vision and challenging the
staff, one member summarized that “He gives us the freedom to fail, to try
to do something better.” (11-12)
According to Fletcher the executive pastor has “moved to a place of casting [emphasis
mine] the Senior Pastor’s vision … and has staff implement [emphasis mine] the vision”
(12). The second chair leader in a large congregation has significant responsibilities
surrounding the success or failure of the vision. They handle it, reflect on it, recast it, and
make decisions based on it. It is as much a part of their DNA and daily mode of operation
as it is the senior pastor’s.
Fletcher designed a tool called the Executive Pastor Indicator (XP-I). With it, he
identifies three multidimensional functions of the executive pastor (Shepherd, Assistant,
Executive) and five focused functions (Administrator, Catalyst, Minister, Mentor, and
Overseer). The three multidimensional functions capture executive pastors looking across
the landscape of the church as a whole. These are the big picture functions. The five
focused functions capture executive pastors in the trenches, engaged in one of the five
duties that commonly befall them. The latter speaks to the power in their organizational
title when they are engaged in a task. The former speaks to the transcendent identity or
quality of the executive pastor, that which goes with them no matter the trench in which
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they happen to be working. Table 2.4 offers a synopsis of the three multidimensional
functions and five focused functions (107, 109-10).

Table 2.4. Synopsis of Three Multidimensional Functions
Multidimensional Functions

Synopsis of Characteristics

Shepherd to the entire
congregation

-

counsels and cares
envisions ministry and encourages involvement
equipper
mentors staff
preach
a minority role for the prototypical executive pastor
a dominant role for the prototypical senior pastor

Assistant to the senior pastor

-

performs weddings and funerals
sees the senior pastor as the spiritual leader
a limited relationship with the governing board
teaches adult classes or runs a department within the church
prototypical executive pastor has a minority percentage
devoted to this role

Executive in the church

-

manage the business of the church
oversee the ministry programs
implement the vision of the senior pastor and governing board
coach and optimize the staff

Source: Fletcher 107, 109-10.

Table 2.5 offers a synopsis of the five focused functions of an executive pastor
(Fletcher 112-15). Fletcher’s work provides a 3D snapshot of the responsibilities and
qualities necessary for effective leadership from the second chair. The results of his
findings are revealing. The executive pastor at each of the three case study churches
ranked highest in the Administrator, Catalyst, and Overseer functions and revealed very
little affinity toward the Minister role (260-65). Similarly, executive pastor participants
ranked highest in the Executive multidimensional function and almost not at all in the
Assistant function (260-65). Surprisingly for each of the case study churches, the senior
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pastor also took the XP-I and scored with similar proportions and strengths as their
second chair executive pastor (260-65). One would assume that executive pastors of large
congregations were hired as a complement to the strengths and weaknesses of the senior
pastor; however, Fletcher’s findings reveal just the opposite. At these churches, the senior
pastor was not looking for someone to do what he or she was ill-equipped to do, such as
administrate, but to relieve the burden of wearing both hats—the primary visionary and
that of the primary vision implementer. For these large churches, the job required two
people which is not to suggest the executive pastor could do everything the senior pastor
could do. Fletcher’s study revealed only a one-way street and attempted to draw
reciprocating conclusions as such.
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Table 2.5. Synopsis of XP-I Focused Functions
Five Focused Functions

Synopsis of Characteristics

Administrator

-

oversees the facilities
establishes the design guidelines for new buildings
oversees church finances and reports these to governing board
may be a Business Administrator on hand who assists the XP
focuses on business first

Catalyst

-

invigorates existing ministry or begins new ones
empowers members to be involved in ministry
all Catalyst functions occur within the scope of the
multidimensional Shepherd role

Minister

-

preaches in the worship services
counselor
teacher
performs religious ceremonies
Minister role is split between the Assistant and Shepherd
functions

Mentor

-

Motivates church staff to be their best
evaluates staff performance
challenges staff to go to the next level
mentoring begins at the hiring process
may include terminations

Overseer

-

supervises ministry
ensures ministry activity is in line with vision and values
attends meetings of the governing board
approves procedures for the church based on policy
focuses on ministry first
occurs almost exclusively in the Executive function

Of interest to this study is an anecdotal observation offered by Lyle Schaller. He
reports on the influence of birth order as a determinant toward first chair/second chair
team effectiveness. Figure 2.1 illustrates his conclusions (102).
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Figure 2.1. Influence of birth order on co-leadership.

The firstborn and only born team of first chair/second chair leaders ranked as the
least happy and least effective ministry duo. Happiness as a constant was most prominent
in the middle-born first chair, second chair pair, but of particular note were Schaller’s
findings concerning the most effective ministry pair—the middle-born first chair paired
with a firstborn second chair. Personality types are at the heart of Schaller’s findings.
Schaller writes, “Middle-born children tend to be more person-centered, relaxed,
diplomatic, friendly, skilled getting along with other people, and likely to smile very
easily” (101). Most senior ministers do not enter into ministry because of a desire to earn
a paycheck, viewing it as a profession only. They enter the ministry in response to a call
on their lives. God has wired them to care about people, and at least on their way out of
seminary, most view themselves as redemptive agents. This task requires the skills of
empathy, long-suffering, and egoless leadership, traits most common, by Schaller’s
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description, to middle-born children. The giving of orders and appeals to positional
authority are not within their comfort level, which are the tasks often required or
associated with the duties of administration. Schaller describes the firstborn child:
First-born children, for example, tend to be conscientious, task-oriented,
persistent, serious, high-achievers, holders of high expectations of others,
in occupations and professions that provide a surrogate parent role,
comfortable giving orders to others, and inclined to develop
hierarchically-oriented schemas for ordering reality. (101)
In summary, the two hats, primary visionary and primary vision implementer, represent
two personalities not just two tasks. Each requires a separate personality to field its duties
accordingly. On the one hand, the primary visionary requires someone who can connect
and inspire and emote and empathize but with subtlety and finesse. The latter requires a
separate wiring, someone comfortable giving orders, setting limits, saying no, and
serving as the organizational analyst. Perhaps this personality distinction explains much
of the frustration or simple displeasure among senior ministers when “wrestling a
congregation into organizational orderliness” (Anderson, Cousins, and DeKruyter 17).
From his interaction with executive pastors over the years, Godevenos reports
similar qualities among them. In his article “Meeting the Unique Needs of Your
Executive Pastor,” Godevenos reports, “Most, but not all successful EPs ‘cut their teeth’
in the secular business environment. As such, they not only are used to getting things
done, they know how to make things happen using other people.” Godevenos paints the
second chair leader as a problem identifier and problem solver, as task-oriented catalysts
for new growth. “If something is not growing, most EP’s will want to review it and see
what can be done as a kick-start for new inertia.” These executive pastors are constantly
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surveying the landscape of the organization, assessing its health and its continuity with
the articulated vision.
During a three-month sabbatical in 1993, Wes Kiel traveled the country meeting
with sixty plus executive pastors in megachurches. He went seeking answers and
enlightenment concerning his role and how to be effective in it. Kiel had just been
promoted to executive pastor of his home congregation. Kiel’s findings revealed two
kinds of general backgrounds from which these (all male) executive pastors came—either
ordained clergy who had spent their careers in the local church or business managers
plucked out of the corporate world. Kiel reports that those whose background was spent
in the corporate world found “the church … [to present] a totally different set of
management dynamics and challenges than the usual business. The cross over from
management of a for profit [original emphasis] company to a church is possible but not
easy” (12). Kiel explains the unique giftings required for second chair leadership in a
local congregation:
I believe that the gifts that make a person a good Business Manager are
quite different than, even opposite from the gifts which make a good
Executive Pastor. The Business Manager needs to be the kind of person
who naturally keeps close control of everything under his/her jurisdiction
while the ministry manager should encourage people to “go for it.” Good
Business Managers have an eye for detail while good Executive Pastors
need to be able to see the “big picture.” One Executive Pastor who had
successfully moved from the position of church Business Manager said
that he had to learn to shift from “tight control to light control.” (11-12)
Kiel’s description reveals a management style that measures the health of the
organization against its progress toward the vision. Kiel concludes that numbers analysis
alone (a quality of for-profit managers), while helpful, will not necessarily reveal
progress toward the vision. Maturity cannot be calculated on a scale but is measured by
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the skill of intuition and perhaps divine revelation. Emerging therefore from Kiel’s
research are the kinds of qualities perhaps required for effective second chair leadership
in large congregations—those of wisdom and discernment.
In the “C.E. Interview,” Kevin Comes describes his role as vision-implementer.
Comes is church administrator at the forty thousand plus member Lakewood Church in
Houston, Texas. Comes was the man responsible for successfully transforming the
former Compaq Center into Lakewood’s new house of worship. Comes oversaw “every
detail of this vision from the first time it was conceived … to the grand opening night [in
2005]” (Gopez-Sindac). Details included tasks such as lobbying Houston City Council
members, hiring project managers and architectural firms, creating construction and
move-in time lines, and implementing a capital campaign. Comes surrounded himself
with “quality advisors and consultants” to give expertise “in areas where [he] may need it
the most.” With regard to the experience, Comes remarks, “One of the greatest things I
have learned is the value and blessings that come when you get behind your pastor and
assist him in working towards the vision that the Lord has put in his heart for your
church.” Comes serves his senior pastor as vision implementer.
Dan Reiland came to 12 Stones Community Church, an eight thousand plus
member congregation outside metro Atlanta, to step into the role of executive pastor after
serving in the same role alongside John Maxwell at Skyline Wesleyan Church in San
Diego, California. Reiland brings a unique perspective concerning the giftings of the
senior and executive pastor. Reiland believes that “a great senior pastor will have creative
thoughts about implementation and a great executive pastor will have creative intuition
concerning the vision of the church” (qtd. in Woodruff 70). Reiland continues, “This
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truly is a partnership. The senior pastor is and should be the primary visionary, dreamer,
vision caster, but the executive pastor must have the input and freedom to shape the
vision with the senior pastor before it goes public (70). Reiland describes a level of input
that is right at the guts of the organization. He has influence not just in the day-to-day
operations but has vesting powers in the identity of the church as well. Reiland’s
circumstances can only be equated with Bennis and Heenan’s co-leadership model.
Greg Hawkins is executive pastor at Willow Creek Community Church. Hawkins
shares from his experience some best practices for leading from the second chair:
I remember telling Bill once, “I live in your head. I have become a student
of you.” I know the rhythms of a year. I know the rhythms of a week. I
know when to ask for what and when’s a good time to get his full
engagement. And what are his hot buttons and what aren’t. But its my
responsibility to be a student of him. (qtd. in Hybels, Hawkins, and Beach)
Second chair leaders in large congregations can be identified as vision implementers.
They take the vision of their senior pastors and implement it in as much as it falls on
them to do so. They are given a certain measure of authority essentially to operate the
church for the purpose of bringing the vision to fruition. Furthermore, based on the
literature review findings, certain personality types are best suited for this kind of work.
Seven Qualities of Second Chair Leaders
In the review of literature thus far, I have established that leading from the second
chair involves both manager-like and leader-like skill sets, the use of which depends
largely upon the degree of power sharing available on the job. I also have shown that
when this second chair leadership theory is applied to the arena of the local church the
role of primary vision implementer emerges.
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A case study on Barnabas follows examining the life of a second chair leader. The
case study is organized into three parts. The first part pulls from source materials and
reconstructs a limited but sufficient background of Barnabas’ life. The second part
examines those key relationships that Barnabas held. Through these relationships,
Barnabas’ positional status within the early Church and resulting scope of influence is
unveiled. The third part backtracks to the first mention of Barnabas in Scripture. It
reveals the self-sacrificing nature of his leadership. Throughout these three parts,
qualities of second chair leadership emerge. I pause at each point to discuss these, using
bold italics to set them off. At the conclusion of the case study, I synthesize all insights
gleaned into a summary portrait of the kinds of qualities needed to lead effectively from
the second chair.
Previously, I observed that much of the literature available captured the second
chair leader in administrative mode. I inquired whether or not the exercise of
administration could be a pastoral function. If not a pastoral function, then perhaps the
second chair role in a large congregation would be better served by a secular executive
than by a seminary trained, pastorally skilled practitioner. The case study that follows
addresses this important issue as well.
Known Background of Barnabas
By piecing together the biblical accounts of Barnabas’ life, I discovered four
elements of his personal profile: the meaning of his name, his inheritance and social
standing, a family connection to one of the Gospel writers, and the nature of his
relationship with the Apostle Paul.
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Son of encouragement. Barnabas is first introduced in the book of Acts under the
name Joseph. Quickly, Luke informs his readers of the name given Joseph by the
disciples, “Barnabas.” The NRSV, NASB, and NIV translate the meaning of Barnabas as
“son of encouragement,” while others (e.g., KJV) translate it as “son of consolation.” The
Greek transliterated form of the word is paraklesis. James Strong’s Concordance assigns
it the following meanings: “1) a summons (esp. for help), 2) supplication, entreaty, 3)
exhortation, admonition, encouragement, 4) consolation, comfort, solace, 5) persuasive
discourse, stirring address” (3874).
The method of encouragement suggested by Strong comes in the form of a spoken
word. The inference here could be that Barnabas is known for his spoken words of
encouragement. He is able to comfort hearts, revive wearisome souls, and dispel anxieties
through either his manner and/or his use of speech. The name given him by the apostles is
a testament to his eloquence. In his commentary, Matthew Henry further emphasizes the
unique and valued gift of Barnabas among the apostles:
There were two among the apostles who were called … sons of thunder
[original emphasis] (Mk. 3:17); but here was a son of consolation with
them. Each had his several gifts. Neither must censure the other, but … let
the one search the wound, and then let the other heal it and bind it up. (43)
Barnabas brought a gift that was not only effective and powerful but also unique among
the overall witness of the apostles—a gift so unique and mature it was attributed to
Barnabas by name. Though the connection is not stated directly, logic assumes this gift
served Barnabas well in his second chair role. Here emerges the first in the list of traits of
second chair leaders—a voice of seeming divine origin that brings comfort and
encouragement. People call on this voice when their own words fail to articulate how
they are feeling. Others find solace from it amid despair. People trust this voice to speak
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God’s heart when all other advice seems fleeting. It is a gift beyond the virtue of tact,
pregnant with eternal wisdom and hope. This voice is Barnabas.
A Levite from Cyprus. A second known fact about Barnabas reveals something
about his background. He was a native of Cyprus, a land some great distance away from
Jerusalem. Probability suggests that Barnabas’ family ended up in Cyprus as a result of
the Jewish Dispersion. The text reveals that he sold some personal property to give to the
Christian community, although the text is not clear whether the land in Jerusalem or
Cyprus.
Being of the tribe of Levi, a strong plausibility exists that Barnabas served a
priestly role in synagogue worship. At the time of Christ, Levites were subdivided into
those closely connected to the Aaronic line and those who were farther out on the family
tree. In all likelihood, Barnabas was not closely tied to the Aaronic line or the text would
have mentioned this fact; therefore, Barnabas is depicted as serving a lesser function in
synagogue worship such as slaughtering lambs at Passover or as a guard inside the
temple. Nevertheless, as a Levite Barnabas would have been well-educated in matters of
temple worship. Barnabas was uniquely positioned to integrate a thorough Christology
into the ritual and symbols of what had formerly been an exclusively pre-Messianic
service of worship.
Jerome H. Neyrey, a New Testament scholar, agrees that a certain social standing
was inherited by persons of the Levitical order. In his book History, Literature, and
Society in the Book of Acts, Neyrey categorizes both Paul and Barnabas as members of
the “retainer class.” Members of the retainer class maintained a relationship with the
“governing class” for the purpose of “mediat[ing] relationships between the governing
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elites and the common people” (qtd. in Witherington 258). Neyrey cites examples of
Barnabas acting in this mediatory role:
Barnabas, a native of Cyprus and Levite, owned property,... which he sold
and the proceeds of which he donated to the Jerusalem church. He later
acts as the trusted agent for the Jerusalem church to the new foundation of
disciples at Antioch … and as their agent to convey funds to the Jerusalem
church during famine.… These are not the actions of a mere artisan, but of
a person of some wealth and standing. (263)
If Neyrey is accurate in his labeling of Barnabas as part of the retainer class, then
Barnabas as a Levite from Cyprus would have been valuable to the Christian community
both as an interpreter of liturgical worship and as a potential mediator between the
community and the ruling class.
The cousin of John Mark. In his letter to the Christians in Colossae, Paul
confirms the relationship of Mark (also known as John or John Mark) and Barnabas, “As
does Mark, the cousin of Barnabas” (Col. 4:10, NIV). John Mark is the writer of the
Gospel of Mark and a key figure in the life of Paul and Barnabas. Later in the narrative,
on account of John Mark, Barnabas and Paul chose to part ways.
Barnabas’ first chair revealed. Barnabas’ first chair is not the Apostle Paul.
Many people assume Barnabas is Paul’s subordinate—Paul being recognized as the
superior theologian, author, and pioneer missionary. However, like any great leader, Paul
had to mature into this role. I propose that Paul’s theological development matured under
the influence of Barnabas in Antioch and beyond. Prior to the first missionary journey,
Paul is the one recruited, encouraged, and developed alongside the ministry of Barnabas.
In his book, Bernd Kollmann addresses the theological and positional subordination of
Paul to Barnabas:
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In Paul, Barnabas chose a colleague from whom he could rightly expect
active support for the program of missionary work among the Gentiles of
Antioch. Likewise, the call to Antioch offered Paul, who before this time
had been forced to fend for himself and had presumably carried out
successful missionary activity in Arabia, as well as in Syria and Cilicia
(Gal 1:17, 21), the chance to pursue his vocation as missionary to the
Gentiles under favorable conditions. For this reason [Paul] was willing to
surrender his independence and accept temporary subordination to
Barnabas [emphasis mine]. (25)
By the time Barnabas recruits Paul to Antioch, the Antioch mission to the Gentiles is
fully under way. The mission is healthy, organized, and thriving. “It is one of the most
important established facts that the universal religious community of Antioch, consisting
of Jews and Hellens, developed without Paul” (Bousset 120). While acclaim goes to Paul
for making the decisive step toward fully formed Gentile Christians and a universal
church, his theological reflections germinate and organize under the supervision of
Barnabas in Antioch and while on their first missionary journey. The influence of
Barnabas on the life and theology of Paul the apostle could hardly be overstated yet so
often goes unrecognized.
Barnabas was also acknowledged by the churches in Antioch and in Jerusalem as
positionally superior to Paul. New Testament scholar Nicholas Taylor goes so far as to
refer to Paul as Barnabas’ “junior partner” (143):
There can be little doubt that Barnabas was the senior partner in the
Antiochene apostolate.… Barnabas would have been the leader of the
mission in the eyes of the Antiochene community that sponsored them,
and which was later to support Barnabas against Paul. (92)
Beyond Antioch, Barnabas is the one who was co-commissioned with Paul for their first
missionary journey (Acts 13:2). Not until Acts 13:9, the renaming of Saul to Paul, does
the text begin to recognize Paul’s emergence as a first chair. Prior to Acts 13:9,
references to both men are always patterned “Barnabas and Saul,” Barnabas’ name
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always being mentioned first. After Acts 13:9, during the first missionary journey, the
presented order of their names is switched to “Paul and Barnabas.” Midway through the
first missionary journey, Luke suggests Paul has emerged as a senior spokesman, as “the
chief speaker” (Acts 14:12). The shift is obvious and notable.
Barnabas’ recruitment of Paul indicates another important character trait of
second chair leadership. If nothing else, Barnabas possesses an inner drive for spotting
and developing potential leaders. Whether this talent is natural or deliberate in its
cultivation is not known, but Barnabas has a track record of raising up leaders, the most
renowned of which is Paul followed by John Mark. During Paul’s first post-conversion
visit to Jerusalem, the apostles shunned him out of fear. Their response is understandable
being that Paul had a reputation as a Christian killer. He was seen presiding over the
stoning of Stephen and was known widely for his zealous persecution of Christians
thereafter. Walking onto the scene, Barnabas “takes hold” of Paul. The transliterated
Greek word epilambano means he literally “took hold of” or “grabbed” Paul and brought
him before the apostles (Acts 9:27). Barnabas stands as an advocate for Paul’s inclusion
by citing Paul’s road to Damascus experience and his fearless preaching on behalf of
Christ that followed. Through Barnabas, Paul is reconciled to the Jerusalem church and
its leaders and brought into Christian fellowship with them (Acts 9:27).
During Paul’s time among the Jerusalem Christians, Paul initiates debates with
the Grecian Jews who, in turn, “tried to kill him” (Acts 9:29). True to his zealous nature,
Paul stirs things up. The fellowship reacts by sticking him on the next camel out of town
to Tarsus (Acts 9:30). Peter and John and others of the apostles were feeling confirmed in
their wariness regarding Paul, yet Barnabas remained steadfast in his affirmation of Paul,
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largely because Barnabas was gifted at seeing potential amid immaturity, possibilities
despite rough edges. Barnabas had spotted a potential leader and wanted to see where
things might lead.
Three years later Barnabas recruits Paul to join him in the Antioch mission. Paul’s
theology of mission matures within the context of an organized Gentile Christian
community, always under the mentorship of his superior Barnabas. Barnabas reaches out
to Paul and cultivates his talents for the kingdom.
Undoubtedly, Paul was not the first of Barnabas’ missional apprentices, and as
Scripture attests, Paul would not be his last. A pattern of spotting and raising up leaders is
woven throughout the life and ministry of Barnabas. Barnabas as a second chair leader is
always pushing others into the spotlight, taking the lead for a while then dropping back
into a secondary role. Floyd Filson assesses the life of Barnabas: “Barnabas brought out
the possibilities of leadership which others could not discern and even these men
themselves did not realize they possessed (112). The witness of Barnabas’ life is really a
legacy of producing high capacity leaders. Barnabas leveraged his positional power to
create a safe space, or proving ground, to which these high capacity leaders could be
recruited, trained, and eventually launched. Barnabas was always about service to those
in authority over him and to those beneath him, both of which ultimately speak of his
devoted service to the bride of Christ. Barnabas leveraged his positional power as a
means of raising up high-capacity leaders.
I believe Barnabas’ first chair to be the apostles, particularly Peter, James, and
John. Examining the account of Barnabas and Paul in Antioch helps establish this
position.
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When news of the Antioch converts reaches the Jerusalem church, Barnabas is
sent by the apostles, his first chair, to oversee the mission to the Hellenists (Acts 11:22).
At the outset, Barnabas takes his marching orders from the apostles, a consistent pattern
throughout the book of Acts. Pushing ahead to the Antioch confrontation, Paul opposes
Peter directly (Gal. 2:11). Standing in the background while Peter and Paul argue is
Barnabas. The reader finds Barnabas on one side of their dispute: “The other Jews joined
[Peter] in his hypocrisy, so that by their hypocrisy even Barnabas was led astray” (Gal.
2:13). Barnabas sides with his first chair, Peter, a representative of the apostles. Despite
clear advocacy of the Gentile mission, Barnabas suspends his convictions in favor of
submission. Another key quality of second chair leadership surfaces: Second chair
leaders are submitted to their first chair.
Barnabas believed strongly in freedom from the Mosaic law, but he also believed
strongly in submitting himself to the authority of his first chair. Submission prevailed. An
easy conclusion to make, as Paul did, would be that Barnabas participated in hypocrisy.
Filson argues that not only did Barnabas commit hypocrisy but the reason for it was his
short supply of courage: “[Barnabas’] trouble was not confusion of mind but hypocrisy.
He saw the true significance of the situation at Antioch, but lacked the courage to stand
almost alone against the vehement demands of his Jewish brothers in the Church” (87). In
the context of first century Judea, the situation appears more complicated than a simple
choice of sides. Years prior to this event, the Jerusalem Christians endured extreme
persecution and even martyrdom under the rule of Herod. Although Herod was dead, the
scrutiny of the Jewish Pharisees continued to bear down on them. Tied closely through
personal relationships to the Jerusalem Christian community, Barnabas would have been
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acutely aware of the plight of his Jewish brothers and sisters in Christ living in Jerusalem.
A decision made in Antioch to live free of the burden of the Mosaic law at that point in
history would have had negative repercussions for the Jerusalem Christians. Indeed,
“Barnabas and the Antiochene Christians took their lead in this matter from Peter”
(Taylor 134). However, uncertainty exists whether or not Barnabas’ decision to follow
Peter represents hypocrisy or a decision on the part of the Antioch Christians to suspend
their freedoms for a time in favor of sparing the suffering of others.
I propose the answer to this debate is the latter. Barnabas did not commit
hypocrisy but chose along with the Antioch Christians to suspend his freedoms for a time
in favor of sparing the suffering of others. Cast in this light, Barnabas’ decision
represents great virtue not great compromise as Paul suggested. In fact, this principle of
suspension of freedoms impresses Paul so much he adopts it into his own practical
theology as depicted in his first letter to the Corinthians: “Be careful … that the exercise
of your freedom does not become a stumbling block to the weak” (1 Cor. 8:9).
At this point, a look into the relationship of the Antioch church to the Jerusalem
church would be helpful. As previously discussed, the Jerusalem church dispatched
Barnabas, a part of their inner circle, to oversee the fledgling Antioch mission. Under the
direction of Barnabas, “a great number of people were brought to the Lord” (Acts 11:24).
What had begun as a mission now emerges as an organized, thriving Christian
community. About a year later, a severe famine struck the Roman world. Realizing the
suffering of the Christians in Judea, a collection was gathered from among the Antioch
Christians and sent in good will to their Judean brothers and sisters in Christ. Through
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this act, the Antioch Christians evidenced a clear sense of the universality of the Christian
community and expressed their appreciation for all the Jerusalem church meant to them.
Pushing ahead to the Apostolic Council, the Antioch church turned to the
Jerusalem church and its leaders for resolution. Surely they discussed the matter among
themselves but ultimately agreed to yield the decision of whether or not they should
observe the law to a body of persons outside their own community. They allowed
someone else to decide this issue for them:
Peter and James, and the Jerusalem church, were acknowledged as
authoritative by the Antiochene Christians in matters affecting their faith
and life. They seem to have been quite willing accordingly to adapt their
customs, however temporarily, when prevailed upon by James, supported
by Peter, to do so. (Taylor 135)
Revealed in all of these events, especially this act of deferment is an abiding respect and
trust that the Antioch Christians had for their Jerusalem counterparts. They follow the
lead of their submitted leader, Barnabas (134). Considering both this pattern of respect
and Barnabas’ awareness of the consequences of his actions for the Jerusalem Christian
community, it is plausible to conclude that Barnabas’ submission to Peter’s lead was not
a compromise of principle but a suspension of privilege in favor of mercy. The contrast
between the actions of Paul and those of Barnabas are described by Taylor: “Paul took
his stand on principle in a matter on which Peter, James, and Barnabas exercised
pragmatism rather than dogma” (135). Barnabas’ submission potentially spared the
Jerusalem Christian community much suffering. Another of the character traits of second
chair leaders emerges—Barnabas is patient with the process of change. Barnabas knows
that change takes time. He is patient with the shifts in culture and worldview that need to
take place, with the people whose lives are being thrown into crisis as a result, and with
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the two steps forward and three steps back that seem to go along with worldview shifts.
Change is a process, not a destination. Barnabas, the son of encouragement, assumes his
role in leading this community through this process. Barnabas is patient with the process
of change.
The version of Barnabas’ submission as supported by Taylor suggests also that
second chair leaders ought not blindly and mindlessly follow their first chair leader.
Barnabas is informed of the situation. He knows how his actions will affect the Jerusalem
Christian community. He also knows the charitable heart and willing submissiveness of
the Antioch church, and he, like the Antioch church, trusts his leaders. However, to
suggest as Filson does that Barnabas lacks courage demonstrates a failure to see the
bigger picture. My aim is not to excuse the actions of Barnabas or to preserve his
reputation but to portray the heart of this man accurately.
One final insight about the Apostolic Council deserves mention. The Antioch
community was willing to accept the decision of their Jerusalem brothers and sisters in
Christ. Barnabas primarily, but also with the voice of Paul, serves as their go-between
(Acts 15:12, 25). The Antioch community looks to Barnabas as a respected spokesperson
and so sends him forth to plead their case. Likewise, the Jerusalem church has a longstanding history with Barnabas and a deep admiration for him. Barnabas is a person of
great repute in the eyes of both parties, “which meant he had the ability to act as a bridge
between two different parties or points of view” (Clinton and Raab 26). Here is yet
another quality of second chair leadership—the ability to act as a bridge between two
different parties or points of view. Many times this character trait surfaces in the ministry
of Barnabas. He stands as an advocate for Paul at a time when others only feared him.
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Barnabas bridges the heritage of Judaism with “the evidence of the grace of God” among
the Gentiles in Antioch (Acts 11:23). Barnabas brings the good news to the Gentile world
throughout Asia Minor on the first missionary journey. Again in the confrontation of Paul
to Peter, Barnabas stands between Paul and the consequences of his dogmatism. Filson
writes of the unique contribution of Barnabas as a bridge between opposites:
The Church always needs men who can throw bridges of sympathy and
understanding across the chasms of difference which divide races and
classes. Other men may do more spectacular work. None, however, will
ever do a more important work than is done by such men as Barnabas,
who command the respect of opposite sides when misunderstanding arises
or difference is acute. (101)
“It is most likely that Barnabas, far from following the crowd as he is depicted by Paul as
having done, was instrumental in negotiating with Peter and the visitors how the
Antiochene Christians would respond to the situation in Jerusalem” (Taylor 135). To the
early Church, Barnabas stood as an “integrating figure” (Kollmann 63).
Barnabas in Acts 4
In Acts 4, Barnabas surfaces for the first time in recorded biblical history. Peter
and John have stepped forward as leaders for the primitive Jerusalem community. All
resources are held in common among them (Acts 5:32). As many as eight thousand
converts make up this fledgling group of believers. Barnabas takes the proceeds from the
sale of some personal property and brings it for distribution among the believers in
Jerusalem (4:35). This act of charity was not an uncommon occurrence. Luke records,
“[F]rom time to time those who owned lands or houses sold them … and put [the money]
at the apostles’ feet” (4:34-35). Within the Lucan account, this act of charity
accomplishes several purposes. First, Luke uses the occasion to introduce Barnabas into
his narrative. Luke thought of Barnabas as an important figure for the developing
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storyline of the Acts of the Apostles. Second, Barnabas’ act of charity serves as an
example to Luke’s audience of the degree of sharing and oneness which so characterized
the community at that time. Luke emphasizes this point by contrasting Barnabas’ act of
charity with that of Ananias and his wife Sapphira. Having sold a piece of property,
Ananias “kept back part of the money for himself, but brought the rest and put it at the
apostles’ feet” (5:2). Both Ananias and his wife are struck dead when confronted about
their greed. In contrast, Barnabas’ gift is freely given with nothing expected in return. It
is an act of selflessness and thereby held out as an example (perhaps the supreme
example of that day) of model giving. Through his actions, Barnabas reveals his
willingness to make personal sacrifices for the good of the organization and for the
welfare of the community.
On the heels of this assertion, I would stand corrected if I presumed that Barnabas
cared more for the community’s welfare than for his own. Luke’s account does not say
that Barnabas sold all the fields he owned, nor that Barnabas even owned more than one;
only that he sold “a field” (Acts 4:37). While Barnabas clearly holds the needs of the
community at a premium, only so much can be concluded from the Lucan report. Luke
does suggest, however, that Barnabas retained a high degree of commitment to the
welfare of the community. The fact that he sold a field at all, a great source of revenue
and status, evidences his commitment.
Exploring this act of charity a bit further, I deduce three related second chair
character traits. The first trait I have already suggested: Second chair leaders give
sacrificially on behalf of the organization. This fact should not be overlooked.
Sometimes leaders believe themselves exempt from sacrificial giving. Years ago Mike
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Breaux, then senior pastor of Southland Christian Church, Lexington, Kentucky, offered
five years of his pension fund to the newest building campaign. The amount totaled close
to twenty-five thousand dollars—a major contribution for him and an even bigger
statement to the congregation. This campaign was going to require personal sacrifice
from every person, leaders included. By choosing not to exempt himself, Breaux set the
bar for the magnitude of sacrifice required. While Barnabas does not set the bar, he does
submit to it. Barnabas, a leader in the community, gave sacrificially on behalf of it.
Another character trait of second chair leaders is that they are submitted to the
community. Barnabas modeled submission both to the welfare of the community and to
the vision of the community. By yielding his finances, Barnabas makes a statement about
what he values. If the community of believers meant nothing to him at all, he would
never have given money in the first place. If he was looking for the personal rewards and
acclaim of giving, then his gift never would have been held out as a model of selflessness
by Luke. Barnabas’ motives for giving were pure. Luke is intentional in establishing this
fact. Though Barnabas is raised up within the community as one of its leaders, he
promotes the values and identity of the community above his own.
As Barnabas is submitted to the community, he reveals his belief that positional
power is a means to serve the greater good of the organization. Barnabas does not exist
in a usury relationship with the church. In practice, he does not allow it to serve his own
ego. In contrast, Barnabas views himself as existing to serve and provide for the needs of
the organization, the Church. Though Barnabas is raised to a position of leadership,
leadership is not something to be exploited for personal gain. For Barnabas, the health
and mission of the church is bigger than its leaders.
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Synthesis of Second Chair Leadership Qualities
This case study establishes Barnabas as a second chair leader whose leadership is
marked by certain definable character traits. These character traits are brought together in
Table 2.6.

Table 2.6. Character Traits of Barnabas Informing Second Chair Leadership
Character Traits of Barnabas
Informing Second Chair Leadership

Summary of Traits

A voice of seeming divine origin that brings
comfort and encouragement

Wise Mediator

Uses positional power as a means to serve the
greater good of the organization

Not Ego Driven

Submitted to the first chair leader

Joyfully Submitted

Patient with the process of change

Process Oriented

Does not blindly, mindlessly follow the first chair
leader

Voices Conviction/Principled

The ability to act as a bridge between two different
parties or points of view

Wise Mediator

Gives sacrificially on behalf of the organization

Self-Sacrificing

Submitted to the community

Joyfully Submitted

Possesses an inner drive for spotting and developing
potential leaders

Developer of Leaders

Pushes others into the spotlight, taking the lead for a
little while then stepping back to a secondary role

Developer of Leaders

Leverages his position as a means to raise up highcapacity leaders

Developer of Leaders

The right-hand column of Table 2.6, summarizes each of the character traits into a
one, two, or three-word phrase. This summary of traits forms a portrait of the kinds of
qualities that may contribute to leading effectively from the second chair. Figure 2.2
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depicts these qualities again as a formal proposal of a biblical model of second chair
leadership.

Wise
Mediator
Not
Ego
Driven

Developer
Of
Leaders

Second
Chair
Leader

SelfSacrificing

Voices
Conviction/
Principled

Joyfully
Submitted

Process
Oriented

Figure 2.2. Biblical qualities of second chair leadership.

Final Authority and the Second Chair
In order for me to move forward, I must unpack one more key insight that arose
from my studies of Barnabas—final authority. A recounting of my journey into the life of
Barnabas would be helpful at this time.
Going into this case study, I was under the impression that Barnabas served Paul
as Paul’s second chair. Quickly I realized this impression was not the case. I then asked
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the question, “Well who then is Barnabas’ first chair?” I reasoned that Barnabas’ first
chair were the Apostles; particularly Peter, James, and John. I sorted through the biblical
materials in search of support for this theory, but as I studied, Barnabas himself began to
look like a first chair leader. I saw Barnabas leading the church in Antioch. He pioneered
the first missionary journey and tested the waters of Jesus for the Gentiles. He even
negotiated disagreements among his apprentice, Paul, and his supposed first chair, Peter.
In all these depictions, Barnabas operates as a first chair leader.
At this point, I entertained thoughts of bailing on Barnabas and focusing on Paul
during those years of mentorship under Barnabas. The biblical portrayal of Barnabas was
not lining up with the preconceived notions I had about what second chair leaders were
permitted to do. The role of the second chair as manager and implementer was now
surfacing with visioneering, decision-making expectations as well.
These unnatural findings bring me to the heart of what I learned from this case
study. The answer to the dilemma of Barnabas appearing as a first chair yet retaining
clear subordination to Peter and the other apostles is not that Barnabas is, after all, a first
chair leader or even an imperfect model of second chair leadership. This dilemma arose
out of my own limited perception of second chair authority and the culture of leadership
into which I have been trained. Perhaps church leaders have a limited perspective of what
second chair leadership could become. There may be more final authority potential to
that chair than previously realized. The biblical account of second chair leadership as
depicted in the life of Barnabas points to a deficiency in my own thinking about the role
of the second chair.
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I define final authority first of all as the inherited right of a first chair. It belongs
to them. Final authority is not something tangible that when possessed endows its
possessor with power, though tangible items such as a staff or talisman can be symbols of
endowed power as well as the titles organizations assign these leaders. Rather, final
authority is the intangible entitlement of first chair leaders to have the final word, to
trump any decision by another in the organization, and to make course corrections and to
revision for the organization midstream. Though he was a second chair, Barnabas
possessed and wielded final authority which represents a contradiction, as I have just
defined final authority as the “inherited right” of first chair leaders.
A return to the time when news of the Antioch mission first arrived in Jerusalem
will help resolve this contradiction (Acts 11:19-22a). Barnabas was sent by the Jerusalem
church to inspect and ratify at his discretion the mission work going on in Antioch
(11:22b-23). He was given final authority, the choice to approve or disapprove, to have
the final word regarding the Antioch mission. Barnabas stood at the gates of prudence.
Barnabas provided the definitive response whether or not to pull out or charge ahead.
Barnabas, seeing “the evidence of the grace of God,” gave words of encouragement to
them and even went so far as to stick around and provide oversight (11:23-26). He was
covering new theological territory and prospering it. He did not bring Peter, James, or
John along to retain their blessing. The choice to bless or not to bless fell on him, not by
default but by design. Barnabas was granted final authority by his first chair—a
contradiction from the way many first chair to second chair pastoral relationships operate
in much of the church today.
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On another occasion, Barnabas and Paul reported to Jerusalem for the Apostolic
Council (Acts 15). After presentations were made, Barnabas was given “the right hand of
fellowship” and the final authority of his first chair to pioneer a mission to the Gentiles.
According to this account, the second chair operates like a first chair because he or she is
endowed with final authority.
This case study of Barnabas makes a case for leading with final authority from the
second chair. Secondly, the seven qualities of Barnabas captured in the biblical model of
second chair leadership (see Figure 2.1) illustrates second chair leaders using the
authority entrusted them in a positive, organizationally affirming way.
Dissimilarities
Once entrusted with final authority by his first chair Peter, Barnabas moves into a
more ambassadorial role, someone who journeys away from home base as an official
spokesperson for the central organizing body. He does not use the final authority granted
him on-site directly under the nose of his first chair Peter and the Apostles. Though he is
a second chair leader, Barnabas is sent off from the Jerusalem church for a season to give
oversight to the ministry in Antioch. For this study, I interviewed second chair leaders
who operate literally under the same roof as their first chair leader. A literal dissimilarity
of proximity exists between the context in which Barnabas used the final authority
entrusted to him and the context of a second chair leader in the local church.
Further, Barnabas did not have the technology available to him to give up-to-date
reports to his first chair and to receive timely feedback. The time involved to get the
reports to headquarters and then wait for feedback would have crippled the decision-
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making process. This variable is perhaps yet another reason why Barnabas may have
been entrusted with such broad and deeply privileged course-directing authority.
“All Authority, No Authority” and Second Chair Leadership
If a second chair leader is granted a measure of final authority, whether for a
season or with respect to a particular area of responsibility, that authority is always on
loan from the first chair. The first chair leader can retract final authority at any moment,
therefore; no permanence exists for any decision made within the organization from the
second chair because decisions are always subject to being reversed or modified. Bonem
and Patterson describe this permissive and retractable form of authority as the
“subordinate-leader paradox” (25). Subordinate leaders “recognize and accept that they
are not the lead leaders” (30). Subordinate leaders have been given a job to do but live
with the expectation that their decisions can be trumped at any time. The anticipation of
having their decision trumped takes a special blend of “humility and gladness” and
requires “a spirit of loyalty” (31). Reiland refers to this unique state of authoritative
limbo as “all authority, no authority” (qtd. in Bonem and Patterson 11). One minute the
second chair leader has final authority; the next minute he or she may not. In one moment
the second chair leader makes a decision; the next moment that decision could be
reversed. Living with decision reversals and modifications is simply part of leading from
the second chair.
While conducting his research on the senior pastor/executive pastor team, Hawco
cites that “all the EP’s [he interviewed] concur that the ‘buck stops’ with [their] SP”
(126). Moving forward with his inquiries, however, Hawco discovered varying degrees of
power sharing existing between the SP and EP roles. For example, 100 percent of
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executive pastors he interviewed were expected not to supervise just the support staff but
the ministry staff as well:
[S]ome EPs in true co-leadership have exercised authority to hire and fire
without the approval of the SP, depending on the staff position. Support
staff issues seldom come to the SP’s attention. While ministry staff
problems might be discussed with the SP, pastoral staff or associate
problems must be. (126)
Hawco goes on to discuss the problem of the end run that can result from this power
sharing model:
Here is where the learning curve for the SP goes up. If authority has been
delegated to the EP, it must be reinforced. SPs have undone their own
delegation by interfering and “fixing” a problem. For example, a staff
person is unhappy with the EP’s decision. The staff person gets to the SP,
usually a more shepherding personality, and manages to get at his
heartstrings, and the SP overrules the decision of the EP. The submission
of the EP to the SP does not mean passivity. From time to time an EP may
have to confront the SP to deal with issues as illustrated in the above
example. One SP said he had to learn not to “swoop in” to fix these things,
and rather work through the established channel of his EP. (126-27)
One executive pastor Hawco interviewed commented that he would have a very difficult
time firing one of his direct reports “because of the quality and level of their work. If that
level of staff were failing, it would reflect a serious problem in the whole organization”
(135).
Godevenos picks up on this same theme in his article “Meeting the Unique Needs
of Your Executive Pastor.” Godevenos identifies seven unique needs. Among them is a
clear definition of the second chair leader’s “level of authority”:
Especially as it relates to other staff, an [executive pastor] must know the
extent of his or her authority. Ideally, he or she should report to the church
board or senior pastor, but all other staff—including pastoral (with the
exception of the senior pastor)—should report directly or indirectly to the
[executive pastor].
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Godevenos concludes by strongly urging the senior minister and/or governing body to
“communicate this arrangement to everyone involved, including some staff members
who might be reluctant to accept it.” According to Godevenos, clear lines of authority are
required for effective second chair leadership.
The Effect of Postmodernity on the Nature of Second Chair Leadership in the Local
Church
In the modern era, credentials and titles carried greater clout than they do in the
postmodern world. The most educated leaders were graduated to the top offices;
however, in today’s world, people are not inclined to follow a degree. They want to
follow a person:
The postmodern world wants to know the heart of its leadership. Words
like authentic and genuine [original emphasis] are being used to describe
effective and able leaders. The most important question for those who
would follow a leader is no longer, Does she have the educational and
professional requirements to fill this position? but rather, Is she
trustworthy and will she listen to my concerns? (Cladis 21)
This shift is significant for second chair leaders. It says that senior leaders are facing
similar issues of authoritative impermanence just as their second chair leaders do. David
L. McKenna sees the seeds of this dilemma in “the lengthening shadows and the
lingering doubts” cast by fallen leaders of the ‘60s and ‘70s (12). “Power has been
misused,” write Bennis and Nanus (16):
Historically leaders have controlled rather than organized, administered
repression rather than expression, and held their followers in arrestment
rather than in evolution. (16)
In her book, Margaret J. Wheatley picks up on this same theme among postmoderns:
For many years, the prevailing maxim of management stated:
“Management is getting work done through others.” The important thing
was the work; the “others” were nuisances that needed to be managed into
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conformity and predictability. Managers have recently been urged to
notice that they have people [original emphasis] working for them. They
have been advised that work gets done by humans like themselves, each
with strong desires for recognition and connectedness. (144)
Nathan Baxter, author of numerous articles on the role of the executive pastor and an XP
himself, echoes Wheatley’s sentiments: “[E]mployees are not assets but people.” A large
portion of Baxter’s job description includes managing the church staff. He admits that
frustration and disappointment can cause him to “lose sight of the fact that [his staff] are
wonderful human beings, filled with talents, gifts, ideas, and visions for ministry.”
Whatever the cause for distrust of formal kinds of power and authority, the result now is
that postmodern followers extend enough authority at the front end of senior leaders’
tenure, just enough to enable senior leaders to execute the duties of their position, but any
measure of final authority that potentially impacts the culture of the organization or
beckons its members to action outside of the norm has to be earned. Whether the leader is
in the first chair or the second chair, authority is increasingly less granted and more and
more an issue of earned respect and trust. Reporting from his research on congregational
responsiveness and the changing nature of pastoral authority in the church, Jackson
Carroll writes, “Clergy found that personal authority, based on effective pastoral care,
became more important for their legitimacy than authority of office” (70). The issue then
is how leaders in the church, whether first, second, or fourteenth-chair, earn authority in
the postmodern era, and how this informs second chair leadership in the local church.
Toward a Transcendent Form of Authority
In her book, Janet O. Hagberg speaks to this issue of earned respect and trust.
Hagberg cites six stages of personal power. These stages mark a progression of personal
maturity and the resulting manner in which a leader gets things done based on where he
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or she lands on the maturity continuum. Listed in ascending order, from least mature to
most mature, Hagberg’s stages of personal power are: powerless, power by association,
power by symbols, power by reflection, power by purpose, power by gestalt (xxx). In the
first three stages, individuals lead by externals rather than from an inner reservoir of
character and humility. For example, self-worth for stage three leaders is measured
against their office placement, number of supervisees, material possessions, and personal
connections (44). Stage three leaders rely on positional status, expertise, and personal
charisma to get things done. They “make others want to be part of the action so they can
win and reap the rewards” (160). Stage three leaders will “cajole, tease, embarrass,
debate, or disarm people.… Sometimes it is hard to turn them down.… The glamour and
the results they promise represent those symbols that so many people are taught to want
in their lives” (160). Part of the movement from these first three stages to the latter three
involves a deep, inner pause, a pause that questions the worth of these external symbols
toward the overall value of their personhood. Through this internal pause, what Hagberg
calls a “crisis of integrity,” these external rewards and stratagems grow increasingly
dissatisfying (149). Leaders who successfully make the leap from externals defining their
personal worth to that of a daily internal conversation fraught with personal honesty
begin to lead in a very different and authentic way:
The quality of the [Stage Four leader] is the distinguishing characteristic.
Stage Fours are those people you meet on boards, in meetings, in social
settings who inspire people to listen to them because they are not selfserving, but thoughtful, sensible, and honest. Stage Four and Five leaders
are the most effective in the long run because they think more broadly and
begin to take themselves out of the equation. (162)
By the time leaders have matured into Stage Five, their internal conversation deepens,
thereby, authenticating their leadership all the more:
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After you’ve been around a Stage Five leader you feel lifted up,
encouraged, affirmed, not cajoled, threatened, or sold a bill of goods. You
have more courage and more dignity. You feel more self-acceptance and
even a sense of purpose.… [You] get a sense from a Stage Five person of
a non-critical, accepting nature. It frees followers to expose their fears and
insecurities and then to slowly rise above them. (165)
According to Hagberg, the old model of getting things done, of dangling external rewards
in front of people, will not produce desired results as it once did. Postmodernity values
leaders whose courage to plumb the deep depths of their own soul inspires others to do
the same, which in turn increases the dignity and authenticity of the organization. The
organization begins to breathe, to take on a life beyond toil, beyond getting the next thing
done, effectively, a transformation from organization to organism.
Hagberg does not seem to be suggesting that society has matured beyond the
temptations of external rewards and forms of power. Her writing does allude to an
emerging trend where outward forms of success are perceived as increasingly empty and
unsatisfying. Today’s leaders may not know what they want in place of these external
rewards, but they know enough about what they have to suspend efforts toward retaining
it.
Jim Collins speaks to this trend as well. He identifies the Level 5 leader as a key
component toward the top performance of an organization. One of the qualities of the
Level 5 leader is “humility + will” (22). Level 5 leaders “never let [their] ego get in the
way of [their] primary ambition for [a] larger cause” (22). Humility plus ego fleshes itself
out in some practical ways. For example, Collins describes the quality of Level 5
leadership by using the analogy of a window and a mirror:
Level 5 leaders look out the window to apportion credit to factors outside
themselves when things go well (and if they cannot find a specific person
or event to give credit to, they credit good luck). At the same time, they
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look in the mirror to apportion responsibility, never blaming bad luck
when things go poorly.
The comparison leaders did just the opposite. They’d look out the window
for something or someone outside themselves to blame for poor results,
but would preen in front of the mirror and credit themselves when things
went well. Strangely, the window and the mirror do not reflect objective
reality. Everyone outside the window points inside, directly at the Level 5
leaders, saying, “He was the key; without his guidance and leadership, we
would not have become a great company.” And the Level 5 leader points
right back out the window and says, “Look at all the great people and
good fortune that made this possible; I’m a lucky guy.” They’re both right,
of course. But the Level 5s would never admit that fact. (35)
Collin’s Level 5 leader connects with the postmodernist’s search for authentic leadership.
Level 5 leaders, just like Hagberg’s stages four, five, and six leaders, draw from an
internal reservoir of humility and human realness. These are not egocentric persons but
persons who are outwardly investing. An internal well of origins unknown seems to fuel
their fitness for authentic leadership and thus leads to their mature use of authority.
Bradford and Cohen label this trend as the end of Heroic leadership and the
beginning of post-heroic leadership. Heroic leadership is captured in the Lee Iacocca and
Donald Trump top-down style of leadership. They are bigger than life personas, yet so
much of their charisma and personal power, says Hagberg, is rooted in their position and
their connections to the who’s who of their environment—a stage three style of
leadership. These leaders are perceived by their organization as the experts, the person
with all the answers. In contrast say Bradford and Cohen, leaders in this postmodern era
will need to “overcome the need to appear all knowing” (107):
A truly strong person—a self-confident person—can admit to faults,
doubts, idiosyncratic foibles, and areas of ignorance. Heroic leaders
attempt to conceal these flaws, believing that they will only command
respect if they are always right, always confident, and always “in charge.”
(107)
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Bradford and Cohen suggest then that the new expertise is not in having all the answers
but in collaboration.
Table 2.7 presents a summary comparison of Hagberg’s, Collinss, and Bradford
and Cohen’s models of effective (or mature) leadership in the twenty-first century. Their
caricature of effective leadership captures a transcendent use of authority—leading with
and beyond positional authority in the first chair, the style of leadership to which
postmoderns are more likely drawn. Also included in Table 2.7 is the Barnabas model of
second chair leadership, another model of effective (or mature) leadership, but in this
case it is leadership from the second chair. Similarities exist between the Barnabas model
and the other models. The Barnabas model uniquely stands as a hypothesis toward
understanding how to lead with and beyond positional authority from the second chair.

Table 2.7. Transcendent Form of Authority
Stages 4-6 Leader

Level 5 Leader

Post-heroic Leader

Hagberg

Collins

Bradford & Cohen

Humility

Humility

Encouraging,
noncritical and
accepting nature
Views external rewards
and forms of power as
unsatisfying

Apportions credit to
others &
takes the blame
Internal reservoir fuels
fitness for authentic
leadership
Indominable will

Admits faults and
ignorance
Collaborative
Leads beyond positional
authority

Second Chair Leader
Barnabas
Not Ego Driven
&
Joyfully Submitted
Develops Leaders
&
Wise Mediator
Principled/Voices
Conviction
Process Oriented

Gives Sacrificially

Deeply reflective
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Toward a Transcendent Form of Authority from the Second Chair
When comparing the Barnabas model to Hagberg’s, Collins’, and Bradford and
Cohen’s models of transcendent leadership, a locus of similarities exist. From these
similarities, I observed that the qualities governing a mature use of authority do not
change from first to second chair. A mature use of authority looks, feels, and interacts
much the same in the hands of the second chair leader as it does in the hands of the first
chair. Power no more comes from titles and positional status in the second chair than it
does in the first chair. In an interview I conducted with Gordon Walls, senior executive
pastor at Southland Christian Church, Walls remarked, “If I have to use my title to have
influence, then I don’t have that figured out.” Then, in the very next breath, Walls said,
“But responsibility without authority will end in frustration.” Confirmed in this interview
and echoed throughout the literature reviewed is a sense that some measure of positional
authority is required as an enabler for effective second chair leadership; however, that
authority while necessary can also torpedo the influence of the second chair pastor if it is
mishandled. Bellman reminds second chair leaders of the temptation to misappropriate
their power, whether final authority or some lesser measure, especially in cases in which
it is new to them:
[A] narrow view of power … tends to focus on the power people have
over others. Then, when we get or have some formal power ourselves, we
may also exercise it in narrow terms, in terms of formal authority, of “me”
over “thee.” The authority delegated to us provides us with the temptation
to lord it over all those who are subject to our bit of authority. (168)
The steer-clear advice is to avoid formal kinds of power—appealing to position, title,
external rewards, or personal connections. These methods are rooted in coercion and
manipulation, qualities not congruent with a mature use of authority.
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Leading from the Second Chair
At the beginning of Chapter 2, I intended to evoke in the reader some raw
responses related to the role of second chair leaders. The title second chair may have
conjured images of that person in charge while for others, images of that person who is
first in line to receive orders. The title second chair may summon to mind the person who
gives recommendations based on firm convictions or, in contrast, the person who serves
up a buffet of options on which the number 1 then acts. Throughout this chapter, the
review of literature has issued the following response: Leading from the second chair
involves both manager-like and leader-like skill sets, the use of which depends largely
upon the degree of power sharing available on the job. This response may or may not
have matched up with the raw responses felt by the reader; however, odds are the case
study of Barnabas stretched these perceptions to their limits. The case study of Barnabas
revealed a degree of power sharing that included the sharing of final authority between
first and second chair. At the same time, the employ of the seven qualities of second chair
leaders showed how second chair leaders use whatever measure of authority is entrusted
them in a positive, organizationally affirming way.
In his book, Filson captures the essence of Barnabas’ leadership:
Again and again [Barnabas] was apparently on the point of becoming the
[original emphasis] leader of some phase of the Christian movement, but
always he dropped back into a secondary role. This acceptance of a
secondary place was never a sign of failure or unimportance. Nothing in
these critical situations reflects unfavorably on Barnabas’s character as a
Christian. It is clear, however, that he was not a man of the type whose
greatness manifests itself in a genius for dominating the situation. There
was much of the pioneer spirit in him, much of originality, and an alert
responsiveness to new openings for the gospel. (85-86)
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Barnabas proves that second chair leaders exercise great influence over organizations.
Barnabas is able to secure Paul into the fellowship of the Jerusalem church. He leads a
pioneer congregation composed of Jews and Gentiles alike. He outpaces his first chair
when he devises a theology of mission to the Gentiles. He recruits and trains up leaders
for the kingdom. All these accounts capture Barnabas actively shaping the mission,
identity, and procedures of his organization, the early Christian Church, yet in the midst
of shaping the organization, Barnabas is able to set aside dogmatism (in favor of
pragmatism) when warranted by his first chair’s opposing views. Barnabas is not passive;
rather, Barnabas is occupationally submissive without allowing his influence to be muted.
Barnabas’ life and ministry suggest that perhaps more responsibility is intended for the
role of the second chair than most people credit to it.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY
Problem Statement
The problem addressed by this study was the determination of the role of
positional authority as an enabler of second chair leadership. Much of the leadership
literature today speaks of influence not positional authority, a lesser form of influence, as
the unadulterated measure of great leaders, yet the hard facts of organizational life
warrant visible authority structures and the means for maintaining them; thus, I posited
that both influence and some form of imbued positional authority are necessary when
leading from the second chair. My hunch was that in large congregations more and more
senior pastors are turning to trusted, competent second chair leaders to share the authority
of their office in leading the ministry of the church. The second chair leaders then work
with and beyond the positional authority entrusted them.
A second problem addressed by this study was the determination of how to split
the role and responsibilities of the office of the senior pastor. I investigated what these
second chair leaders were doing, a detailed job description. From there, I sought to
uncover a generalizable description of the strategies and practices second chair leaders
might employ to complete their work successfully.
The purpose of this study was to explore the qualities of second chair leaders in
large congregations. This study benefits the senior pastor who wishes to maximize the
effectiveness of his or her second chair leader, and what to look for when hiring someone
to this role. Also, for those who already occupy or who are considering a second chair
position in the local church, this study exhaustively reveals the strategies and practices
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toward effective second chair leadership. The purpose was accomplished by interviewing
second chair leaders in large congregations and analyzing the responses given. Common
leadership qualities emerged. Upon analysis of these common qualities, they were
compared to my model of second chair leadership based on my case study of the biblical
character Barnabas. The anticipated outcome was the formation of a sound biblical model
of second chair leadership.
Research Questions
Three primary research questions guided the scope of this study. All of these
questions elicited descriptive rather than analytical responses from the interviewees.
1. What are the common experiences of second chair leaders of large
congregations?
The first research question sought to explore the common responsibilities,
difficulties, and challenges for second chair leaders of large congregations. Simply, what
do they do? Questions two, three, and four of the semi-structured interview were
designed to draw out this body of information (see Appendix D).
2. What is the role of positional authority as an enabler of second chair
leadership?
If the purpose of Research Question #1 was to identify what second chair leaders
of large congregations do, then the purpose of Research Question #2 is to answer how.
The second research question arose out of my hypothesis that second chair leaders
needed some degree of imbued positional authority in order to be effective. My case
study on the life of Barnabas confirmed this hypothesis, depicting second chair leaders
whose position is imbued with final authority, the right to make decisions for or trump
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the decisions of another within the organization. This circumstance is a qualitative
promotion of the office of the second chair from task sharer to decision maker, from
implementer to co-visionary and designer; nevertheless, in situations where the second
chair is imbued with final authority, I assumed that these second chair leaders used the
final authority afforded them differently than that of their first chair. How did they treat
the authority afforded them? What self-restraining mechanisms did they employ/observe
to ensure their use of final authority was handled in a positive, organizationally, and first
chair-affirming way? Questions five and six of the semi-structured interview were
intended to discover first whether or not the interviewee had been imbued with a measure
of positional authority and then to discover how each guarded against a misuse of the
authority given them (see Appendix D).
3. To what extent are the seven qualities of second chair leaders present as
identified in the literature review?
The third research question arose out of the need to discover common qualities
among second chair leaders. From the review of literature, a biblical model of second
chair leadership was produced. The research design tested this model both for its validity
and shortfalls. All the interview questions worked together to produce as much insight
into the interviewee’s leadership style and unique qualities as possible. This third
research question enlarged the base of knowledge available to scholarship about second
chair leadership with regard to these qualities.
Participants
Using the snowballing technique, I predetermined to do a minimum of thirty
interviews. The interview population consisted of second chair leaders of large
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congregations. I continued conducting interviews until the responses received no longer
contained any new insights. Four criteria were established by which to select participants:
1. As defined in Chapter 1, the second chair is the No. 2 person in the local
church, one down on the organizational chart from the senior pastor. The second chair is
a paid position. In the local church, second chair titles are often assistant pastor, associate
pastor, executive pastor, teaching pastor, or senior administrator.
2. The second chair leader served a congregation of eight-hundred plus
average in worship each Sunday.
3. Participants were chosen from across the protestant denominational spectrum.
4. Participants did not have to be ordained clergy.
Research indicated a growing population of second chair leaders who fit these four
criteria. The thirty participants to be interviewed were randomly selected from among
them.
Variables
The major variable studied through qualitative analysis was second chair
leadership. Secondary variables were the seven qualities as identified in the literature
review. The results were not manipulated in any way.
Instrumentation
This study gathered qualitative rather than quantitative data. A researcherdesigned, semi-structured interview consisting of nine grand tour questions was given
(see Appendix D). I contacted potential interviewees via e-mail to see first if the
individual fit the criteria of the sample (see Appendix A). If potential interviewees could
not be contacted via e-mail, I made a personal phone call in an attempt to secure an
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interview date and time. I gave the interview protocol a test run during April and May
2007 to check for ambiguity or confusion. I asked four subjects similar to the interview
pool to participate and give feedback. I conducted these sample interviews in-person;
however, I did not include these sample interviews nor the data collected from them in
the data for analysis for this study. The interview questions remained as designed with
only slight modifications.
Data Collection
Representing an interactive approach, data was collected in the following manner:
1. I identified potential second chair leaders in one of two ways: (a) by identifying
them on their church’s Web site by title, or (b) by calling their church and inquiring.
2. First contact with the interviewee was always via e-mail (see Appendix A).
Most interviewees responded within a day or two; however, some required multiple emails or a phone call/e-mail to their administrative secretary.
3. I sent out an e-mail reminder one or two days prior to the scheduled interview
(see Appendix B)
4. I conducted in-person interviews with each second chair leader (see Appendix
D).
5. The location for each interview occurred at the church where the second chair
leader serves with the exception of two interviews.
6. I recorded each interview.
7. The recorder was placed out of the line of sight between myself (the
interviewer) and the interviewee to help set the interviewee at ease.
8. I made transcriptions of each interview.
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9. I sent out an e-mail thanking the interviewee either on the same day as the
interview or the next day (see Appendix C).
I chose to begin with thirty participants for the study, but envisioned conducting
more interviews if the responses received did not become repetitious. The responses did
become repetitious; therefore, and with the permission of my Doctor of Ministry mentor,
I conducted twenty-six of the anticipated thirty interviews. One of the interviews had to
be thrown out. During the interview, I discovered that the participant did not meet the
criteria for the study. A total of twenty-five interviews became the pool from which data
would be extracted.
Data Analysis
After all data had been collected, I analyzed it according to the research questions
of the study allowing for additional insights to be considered that were not envisioned in
the study. I began a process of coding the data as follows:
1. I read and reread transcripts many times.
2. Categories emerged from the data.
3. Once the categories were determined, I delved back into the transcripts and
created another layer of subcategories that demonstrate specific perceptions, methods, or
feelings about issues or practices as each relates to the main categories.
4. From these categories and subcategories, I rendered percentages, giving me
statistics with which to work.
5. Out of these statistics emerged a standard score or portrait of second chair
leadership in large congregations.
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Ethical Considerations
At the start of each interview, I asked each participant, “Do you mind if I record
our conversation?” I then explained how I planned to make transcripts of the interviews
so that I could read and reread each of them many times over. I further explained that my
goal was to discern the common themes and practices among all the participants for this
study. Finally, I asked if I might quote any of the participants’ pertinent remarks to my
findings in my dissertation. To each request, the participants gave permission.
Chapter 4 reveals the participants’ real names and the churches they served.
Appendix F provides a list of all the participants, the church they served and their
respective role. I did not attempt to conceal anyone’s identity.
I typed all transcripts myself. I gave no other person access to them whatsoever. I
stored the transcripts in digital format on my computer only and retained these for my
own future benefit. I copied over tapes of the transcripts and then destroyed them.
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CHAPTER 4
FINDINGS
During the months of May 2007 through January 2008, I contacted twenty-eight
second chair church leaders. Twenty-five of the twenty-eight met the criteria for the study
and of these twenty-five, all agreed to participate.
I conducted face-to-face semi-structured interviews. I identified no dependent nor
intervening variables. I was not attempting to compare anything but wanted to start with a
clean slate and hoped to build a portrait or model of effective second chair leadership per
the responses of the participants. However, the model of second chair leadership as
described in Chapter 2 does represent a hypothesis. To suggest that at some level I was
not affected, or influenced, by the Barnabas model while gathering data would be unfair.
The process of researching and writing for the review of literature allowed me to
walk into the interview informed, able to grasp the concepts, terminology, and challenges
that would lead to a fruitful conversation.
Having acknowledged this potential bias, I maintain that the grand tour questions
were open-ended and in no way intended to sway the responses of the participants in one
direction or another. For example, “Tell me how you ended up at this church and in this
role,” or “What kind of skill sets do you think are required to be effective in this role?”
are not questions that led the participants toward a particular personality profile nor
toward an interviewer-inspired conclusion.
Location of Participants
Nineteen of the participants served churches in the state of Georgia. Five of the
participants served churches in the state of Kentucky. One participant served a church in

Griffin 76
Missouri. Overwhelmingly, the participants were from the Southeast region of the United
States (96 percent). Despite this lack of geographic diversity, I suspect that the results
were generalizable among second chair leaders of large congregations for other regions
of the country but particularly for the Southeast. One supporting bit of evidence to this
regard comes from the sample interviews. Although not used as part of the data pool for
this study, I conducted two of the interviews with executive pastors in Texas and one
with an executive pastor in Ohio. The responses obtained from these three interviews plus
the one interview in Missouri were consistent with, or generalizable to those conducted in
the Southeast.
Profile of Participants
Using data from the interviews, I created a median profile of the participants, that
is, not an average but a middle-range profile using the categories that follow.

Table 4.1. Profile of Participants
Variable

Characteristic

Median age
Education
Prior secular work experience
Gender
Race
Worship attendance

Over 40
Master’s degree
Upper management
Male
Caucasian
1,400

Age
Rather than report the exact age of each participant, I created general categories:
<30; >30 and <40; and >40. Two participants were 30 or less years old, three participants
were greater than or equal to 30 and less than 40 years old, and twenty participants were
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40 or older. I never intended to gather this data as I did not think it appropriate for the
asking, nor crucial to the study. Some volunteered their age during the course of the
interview. For the rest, I was able to find this information on the church’s staff
biographical Web page. The youngest person interviewed was 26 years old while the
oldest was 65 years old. These data resulted in a median age of 40.
Education and Prior Work/Ministry Experience
All participants had at least an earned bachelor’s degree. Twelve had earned
master’s degrees, and one held an earned doctorate.
Each participant’s career prior to coming on staff at the church fell into one of
three recurring categories: (1) theological education followed by service in the local
church (n = 10), (2) business education with a career in upper management in the secular
business world (n = 9), or (3) an engineering degree with a career in upper management
in the secular engineering world (electrical or mechanical; n = 4). Two other prior work
experiences surfaced: a one year career in criminal justice (n = 1) and a public school
teacher (n = 1), representing one year terms, respectively.
Of the fifteen participants who pursued secular education followed by service in a
secular field, eight went on to obtain a seminary degree.
Gender and Race
I interviewed twenty-four men and one woman, all Caucasian, for the study. I had
hoped to interview more women and non-Caucasians for the study but had difficulty
locating such persons within the Lexington, Kentucky, and metro-Atlanta areas (the locus
for most of my research) who met the criteria for the study.
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Worship Attendance
The median worship attendance size was 1,400. The churches ranged in size from
nine hundred in regular attendance on a weekend to twenty thousand.
A Sense of Calling
Eleven of the participants spoke of a sense of calling to the unique station of
service represented by the second chair (44 percent). Some felt they were maximized for
the kingdom in their second chair role. For example, John Baker, associate pastor at
Grace Community Church, cited an enlarged platform of influence, saying, “I could go
pastor a smaller church. I could make the decisions, but I don’t think I would have the
impact that I have here with thirty-five hundred to four-thousand people.”
Howard Greer has served in second chair roles during most of his ministry:
minister of education, associate minister, evangelism pastor, and senior administrator.
When the senior pastor at his current church resigned, Greer was tapped to be the new
senior pastor, and he accepted. After several years of competent leadership, Greer began
to feel a pull from God to return to the second chair role, and so he did. “I began to think
about our church in transition.” Greer surrendered his privilege to the first spot in order to
facilitate a process of change that included not just a new senior pastor but the relocation
of their downtown First Baptist church to a new site outside the city. Greer continues to
offer competent leadership for the church today.
Others such as Dan Reiland, executive pastor at 12 Stones Community Church,
cited their unique capacity to serve high-impact visionary leaders as evidence of their
calling: “I don’t think it’s a lesser-than job. I think that the partnership [between first and
second chair] is almost like a marriage. I tell guys, if you can’t imagine yourself going
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camping with this guy for three days, then—And you need to feel excited about that!”
These second chair leaders evidence unique giftings for the roles they occupy—unique
giftings that translate for them as a sense of calling. When reading the job description
placed in front of Darren Walter, Walter recalled, “It was like somebody had been
following me around.”
Jesse McLeod landed in his second chair spot straight out of the corporate world.
McLeod explained how his sense of calling made his transition an easy one: “[Before], I
was achieving a sense of fulfillment serving Christ as a volunteer, whereas now, it’s
become my life’s work. The difference between coming from corporate America to here
is we work for a different stockholder.” Rick Holliday who serves Andy Stanley at
NorthPoint Community Church recognized the importance of this role toward expanding
the influence of his high capacity senior pastor. Holliday made this appeal:
A visionary leader that emerges who can communicate well, [is] …
usually charismatic in personality. But those people desperately need
someone to walk beside them, to put method to their madness, that don’t
aspire to be the number 1 guy in the ministry, and yet are very confident in
the fact that [what they do] is ministry.… So I would say to the person
who is considering that role … to consider whether it’s God’s call on their
life or not. If it is, respond to it.
Whether seminary trained or straight out of corporate America, these second chair leaders
viewed their role as ministry, as pastoral in nature. Though their skill sets differ from the
traditional in-ministry track, they do not discriminate against their calling as different
from any other ministry position in the local church.
Common Experiences
What are the common experiences among second chair leaders of large
congregations?
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The purpose of Research Question #1 was to identify the activity of second chair
leaders; that is, what they do. What they do is best presented in terms of who they interact
with. As such, two activities capture these second chair leaders doing what they do;
leading church staff and relating to the senior pastor. These two categories comprise who
they look up to (the senior pastor) and who they look down to on the organizational chart
(all or segments of the church staff).
Only one of the participants (n = 1) indicated a high level of interaction with and
leading members of the congregation. In this case, the participant had direct oversight of
the annual stewardship campaign, which required many hours collaborating with sixtyfive laity and support staff.
Leading Church Staff
Twenty-three out of twenty-five participants (92 percent) received direct reports
from other church staff. For the two who did not receive direct reports, this could be
attributed to their young age and self-admitted lack of organizational experience and
training. One of these younger participants described a micro-managing first chair leader.
For the twenty-three participants who received direct reports and, therefore, held
supervisory responsibilities of the staff, all emphasized the need to keep the staff pulling
in the same direction (n = 23; 100 percent). A variety of methods for leading church staff
emerged: open door policy (9), being visible around the office (9), hold weekly staff
meetings (18), annual reviews and goal setting (14), saying “no” (15), read together (1),
offered encouragement (1), and host staff and lay leader socials (1) (Table 4.2). None of
the participants described themselves as micro-managers.
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Table 4.2. Methods for Leading Church Staff (N=23)
Method for Leading Church Staff
Weekly staff meetings
Saying ‘no’
Annual reviews and goal setting
Visibility around the office
Open-door policy
Host staff and lay leader socials
Offer encouragement
Reading together
Micromanaged their staff

n
18
15
14
9
9
1
1
1
0

%
78
65
61
39
39
4
4
4
0

Open-door policy. Of the twenty-three participants who receive direct reports,
nine (39 percent) maintain an open-door policy with their staff.
An open-door policy as defined by the participants means being accessible. They
view their role as the place where people can vent frustrations and talk openly about
personal and relational struggles, all without fear of reprisal. Steve Wright, executive
pastor of Crossroads Christian Church called his open-door policy the “ministry of
interruptions.” By keeping the traffic of daily problems and questions flowing into their
office, they keep the senior pastors focused on the congregations and preaching God’s
Word.
When Greg Horn’s church hit one thousand, his then senior pastor said, “I need a
right-hand person who can serve as sort of a buffer between me and the staff. I just can’t
have that open-door policy that I used to have.” Horn stepped into the second chair role
and opened his door so that his senior pastor could literally close his own.
For other participants, their open-door policy was used as a temperature-taking
device for uplifting and leading the staff. Walter Jones of Snellville United Methodist
Church (UMC) explained how his open-door policy has changed communication around
the office. “When I got here, I found out they were using e-mail to communicate with one
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another. Mine is a relational approach. I’ve taken them from hi-tech to high touch.” Fred
Erler, executive pastor at Mt. Pisgah UMC, oversees some fourteen direct reports. His
open-door policy includes an e-mail report at the end of each week that he calls a “letter
to Dad”:
The letter is no more than three to four paragraphs each. They simply tell
me what their week was like. “I had a good week.” Well, tell me what
made it good. “I met with these people. I got two more volunteers. We
made four disciples. We baptized seven kids in the Hispanic ministry. I’m
really concerned about one of my leaders. Things aren’t going well.”
For Darren Walter, an important part of creating an environment of accessibility includes
training his administrative secretaries not to “grill” [the staff member] as to the nature
and legitimacy of their face-to-face request, “especially if it’s personal.” Walter also
warned of the potential danger of an open-door policy. If a staff member brings him “an
issue with someone [else] on staff,” Walter is quick to ask, “Have you talked with so and
so about this? If not, go to them, then [original emphasis] come to me if you’re still not
satisfied, but let’s not skip over six people.”
Dawson Nixon who was plucked out of the secular field to join the staff at
Cannon UMC pointed out that an open-door policy “might be very irritating and even not
tolerated in the secular world.” However, in the world of the local church, staff are
oftentimes “spontaneous” and need to “be able to walk into your office and interrupt
what’s going on, so [they] have the chance to express [themselves].” To new second chair
leaders who scorn interruptions, Nixon advised, “Understand the lay of the land before
you try to change the landscape.”
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These examples depict one constant—the participants were highly accessible to
those they managed. These well-maintained relationships and the resultant trust largely
determined their leadership effectiveness or not.
Visibility around the office. Darren Walter said, “If I walk around and I get a lot
of, ‘Oh, oh gosh! Why are you here? What have I done wrong?’ then I know I haven’t
been around very often or enough.” Of the twenty-three participants who received direct
reports, nine (39 percent) indicated that visibility, not just accessibility, was an important
tool for leading church staff.
For his part, Walter helps fold mailers when the job gets overwhelming or opens
up a brainstorming dialogue with a staff member who is creatively stuck. In this way, his
leadership is timely and contextual. These during-the-workday episodes initiate with a
question that rolls instinctively from Walter’s lips many times daily; “How can I help
you?” It is not just a formal greeting but a sincere expression of servant leadership.
Walter’s staff intuit his sincerity and seek his opinion as a result.
Billy Britt, associate pastor of the mega Hebron Baptist Church, accomplishes
visibility by sitting in on departmental meetings. He described himself as “a fly on the
wall” at their meetings. At these departmental meetings, Britt offers no input except when
directly petitioned and then only sparingly. “I find that I learn more from those meetings
about what is going on than by any other means.”
Rick Holliday shares a warm hello with employees as he tours through the
cubicles or catches folks in the break room. He keeps up good relationships with all his
managers, being sure to “call them and compliment them when they do something great.”
When he has to ask questions because he sees something that does not look right,
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“hopefully, there is enough relationship [between us] that it isn’t, ‘Oh! It’s Rick
calling,… I must have blown it.’” Holliday also sits in on a lot of meetings and listens for
information. He then “channels that information back to [his] team to make sure that
[they] are doing [their] best to mesh [their] priorities with those of the organization.
Holliday’s visibility, or presence, enables him to create a synthesis between what he
hears at those ministry team meetings and the ministry services division of NorthPoint.
Walter Jones manages his staff “by walking around.” Jones also shows that
visibility is not and should not be limited to the church office. Jones explained, “I show
up at their activities, see how they are doing. I listen to the laypeople [at those functions].
I am going to a dinner tonight and I will just listen to people.” Tim Turner shared this
approach, “Every Sunday or during the week, if I have a Bible study going on, I stick my
head in.” He then followed up by affirming that “visibility is huge. [About] 90 percent of
leadership is being there, being around.”
Weekly team meetings. Of the twenty-three participants who received direct
reports, eighteen (78 percent) hold a weekly staff meeting. Of these eighteen, thirteen (57
percent) are responsible for leading the staff meeting.
Dan Reiland attributed the effectiveness of 12 Stones staff meetings to “a system
where the agendas flow up.” “When I meet with my staff, they bring the agenda. When I
meet with [the senior pastor], I bring the agenda.” Reiland pointed out that this kind of
system encourages creativity and expands the influence of the leader beyond the limits of
his or her own skill sets and intuitions. Just the opposite, leaders who set the agenda for
the staff meeting often end up handing out assignments. This process creates a
dependency upon the senior leader to be the sole source of creativity.
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Charles Hooper, minister to staff at Perimeter Church, meets with his department
heads twice a month as a whole and twice a month individually. At each of these
meetings, “usually [the staff members] have a full plate of things to bring to the table.”
By allowing the staff to set the meeting agenda, Hooper creates a co-laborer relationship
with his staff. He is able “to hold them up, to block for them, to get whatever finances
they need, to provide guidance.” Without these weekly staff meetings and the relational
approach he takes, Hooper maintained that he would be in the dark and ill-equipped to
serve them.
Through their weekly staff meeting, Dawson Nixon discovers how he can
specifically serve his church staff. He described his role as it relates to these meetings:
“[The staff] walk in and tell me they need something. We then work to see if we can
provide that.… I don’t have all the answers, but together we come up with the answers.”
Through the weekly staff meetings, Nixon both discerns the needs of the church and is
able to prioritize them accordingly.
Jesse McLeod leads the weekly staff meetings at Centenary UMC. The purpose of
these meetings is to “come inside each other’s orbit” instead of “each of us operating
inside our own little worlds,” said McLeod. His goal is for all the ministries of the church
not to be “working independently but working together so it all fits, so it all sinks up.”
McLeod “brings synergy” to the staff and their ideas. Within this framework, McLeod’s
senior pastor can be a contributing voice at the table without being burdened with
detailed oversight and management of it.
The purpose of weekly staff meeting at First Baptist Church (FBC) of Snellville is
“to come to a round table discussion … [to] discern what God wants to do next,” said
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Ron Davidson, the associate pastor. Davidson leads these meetings and gives leadership
to the whole church during a time of transition between senior pastors. He carries the
double responsibility of visionary leadership and management of the church’s resources,
which includes staff. Davidson is using this time of transition to “create new vision, new
momentum so that when a new pastor comes in he gets the keys to a new car that’s
working good.”
Annual reviews and goal setting. Of the twenty-three participants who received
direct reports, fourteen (61 percent) indicated that they block out time annually to sit
down with each of the ministry staff one-on-one. The purpose of these formal meetings is
to evaluate both the progress of the staff member’s assigned ministry and his or her
leadership of it. In this way, the participants keep the staff up-to-date with each person’s
value in terms of performance to the organization.
Alvin Hobgood of North Metro Church describes the benefit of one-on-one
annual meetings with ministry staff:
I like someone to make it very clear, to say, “Alvin, this is your job. This
is what I expect of you. Here’s the criteria. Here’s the framework, the
boundaries. Now go do your job.” Then call me in periodically and let me
know how I’m doing.… I don’t like to look over their shoulder. I don’t
like to micro-manage. I don’t like to be involved in everything they’re
doing.
When Walter Jones came to Snellville UMC, he promised his staff “there would never be
any surprises.” Jones uses the annual review process to create “the things we’ve agreed
on” for the coming year of ministry. Jones continued, “There’s accountability and they
know it, but it is always I-could-see-it-coming accountability.”
Mt. Pisgah UMC endorses a business model for setting and measuring goals. Fred
Erler referred to these ministry goals as the “metrics of the ministry.” He helps his staff
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identify these metrics using two simple reflective exercises: “I asked them … what it was
when they went home that they whistled about because they were very happy and what it
was that kept them up at night because they were concerned.” These items became the
things the staff wanted to be looking for in their ministry. Erler has them formalize these
reflections on paper and revisits them with the staff throughout the year.
At NorthPoint Community Church, the staff do annual reviews and goal settings
using a tool called PPI (Personal Profile Inventory), “which is basically an assessment
tool,” said Holliday. This tool allows “employees [to] express their hopes and dreams for
their job and managers [to] express their expectations.”
Goal setting at FBC Snellville is “more subjective than objective,” said Davidson.
From a clearly articulated vision, Davidson collaborates with his staff team to “come up
with a theme for the year” into which “everything [is then] built.”
No one set method emerged as the way to accomplish annual reviews and goal
setting. Each participant adopted the method that reflected his or her personality and
leadership style.
Saying “no.” Of the twenty-three participants who received direct reports, fifteen
(65 percent) indicated that in one form or another part of their job was to say, “No.” None
of the participants spoke affectionately about this chore but approached it with a great
deal of humility and forethought. The word no does not roll easily from their mouths. It
was always preceded by a time of reflection, prayer, and seeking God for discernment.
Some of the recurring things they would say no to were hiring new staff (n=5),
budget increases (n=11), and good ideas (n=8; see Table 4.3). With regard to the latter,
the staff at a large church generates a lot of good ideas, but not all of those good ideas
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line up with the vision of the church. Participants sought discernment as to whether or not
a good idea was moving the church toward the vision or, in the words of Alvin Hobgood
of NorthMetro Baptist Church, “reinventing the wheel and creating another organization
and another organization.” Reasons they cited for refusal were availability of present
funds (n=2); allocation of future funds (n=10); building usage (n=2); and timing (n=7; see
Table 4.4).

Table 4.3. Recurring Things Refused (N=15)
Things refused
Budget increases
Good ideas
Hiring new staff

N
11
8
5

%
73
53
33

N
10
2
2
7

%
66
13
13
47

Table 4.4. Reasons for Saying No (N=15)
Reason
Allocation of future funds
Availability of funds
Building usage
Timing

Ministry staff oftentimes approached the participants requesting to hire on new
staff. They cited an increased work load and increased stress and frustrations as their
rationale. Intuitively, these second chair leaders could see that too few hands was not the
problem. Doyle Roth of Harvester Christian Church explained how he helps staff work
through these frustrations:
The solution many times is, “We should hire more staff.” I get that a lot!
Well, that isn’t going to happen, so what do you think we should do? What
they need me to do is to hear that they are overwhelmed. They are
frustrated. They are tired. So after, I’ve listened through that part of it [I’ll
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ask], “What options are there? How can we restructure?...” I want to help
people think, “Where are the solutions, not just the problems.”
Steve Wright described himself as “the bad guy on budgets.” None of the participants
described their role as purely administrative. Most had at least a portion of their duties in
ministry oversight. In this role, they were forced to distribute the resources of the church
across the various ministry departments. Harvey Bream, executive pastor at the mega
Savannah Christian Church, talked about what to expect when saying, “No”:
When I was at my old church as the Youth Minister, everybody loved me.
When all of a sudden I became the authority, people changed in the way
they reacted to me. People didn’t like me just because of who I was.
Stated in the form of a truism, McLeod explained what makes his role so difficult, “Our
vision always seems to outstrip our resources.”
Fred Erler talked about how he handles new ministry ideas after the budget
approval process has been closed: “If you’ve got a strategy and you’ve got action plans,
those are the things we’ve agreed on. And we’ll fund those. But that idea you … didn’t
think about till June and now we’re starting the new budget year in July, let’s bring that
up next year.” Nixon observed that the program staff at his church “always wants to do
things to reach out to the community and to see people into the Kingdom.” His secular
management experience reminds him “that joy takes money” and “so we’ve got to find
ways to make money go as far as you can.”
At NorthPoint Community Church, Holliday pulls back on staff spending requests
citing their church’s commitment to spend no more than 45 percent of the budget on
salaries and benefits. Holliday said, “Not to be dictatorial, but [I] remind people that
we’ve all agreed that that’s where we want to be.” Holliday pours over these budget
requests which “in the history of [NorthPoint], not yet have [they] been able to do
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everything that everybody has asked for.” Holliday’s responsibility is to discern where
the priorities are and how to let the priorities emerge from the budget. Holliday finds
resolution by considering “the number of people an initiative will involve,” looking for
“trends,” and asking how “well [the request] has been thought out.” Another notable
means for discernment is “to set an artificial ceiling, a gap between our income and our
expenses.” Holliday builds the budget based on 90 percent of projected giving for the
coming year. That way, if “people know that they have come up with a great idea, we’ve
got the money at the end [of the year] to fund it.”
Hosting staff and lay leader socials. Only one of the participants (4 percent)
mentioned holding staff and lay leader socials. Turner explained why he does this. “I [try
to] show [my staff and lay leaders] that I’m ethical, I’m biblical, I’m moral, I’m social,
that I care about [them]; that I’m real over a long period of time.” Practically, for Turner,
these socials look like “a yearly open house at my home at Christmas time” and, in the
spring, “a picnic in the community.” Turner concluded, “Even if people can’t come to it,
just knowing that you are thinking about them as people, that really goes a long way.”
Micromanaged their staff. None of the participants described their leadership in
terms characteristic of micromanagement techniques (0 percent). Nixon explained why
micromanagement is the wrong leadership style:
I believe very much in servant leadership, the upside down pyramid
organizational structure. My job is to support everybody else.… I believe
in hiring good people and putting them into place. Give them the training
they need then let them do their job.… You’ve got to trust the people that
you’ve put into place.
Going even deeper inside his reason for trusting others’ abilities, Nixon shared an abiding
principle for life: “I don’t have all the answers. Together we come up with the answers.”
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Holliday shared this belief: “We value very qualified, confident kinds of people.
And we’re not afraid to hire those kinds of people and solicit their opinions and let them
lead.” He continued, “There’s a classic model of church administrator who’s an xmilitary guy who says, “‘We’re not doing this and not doing that.’ Our style is much
more collaborative and team-oriented than it is someone telling others what to do.” The
participants viewed micro-management as the worst form of leadership; avoiding it was a
constant.
Summary of Leading Church Staff
In summary, second chair leaders of large congregations focus on the
organizational side of the church. Specifically, their interactions with staff are purposed
toward keeping the staff between the lines of the clear vision for the church. Whether in
attending a staff meeting, in asking people if they need help, or in saying no, all this
activity is their way of, as Jones stated, “keeping all those horses going and [original
emphasis] pulling in the same direction.” This process requires the art of discernment. I
discuss this characteristic later in Chapter 4 as I present the qualities of these second chair
leaders and again in a more reflective mode in Chapter 5.
Serving the Senior Pastor
The second activity that captures second chair leaders doing what they do is in the
way each serves his or her senior pastor, such as filtering information (12), freeing him or
her up (15), protecting his or her reputation (3), pushing back (6), reading his or her mind
(9), and through a relationship of high trust (20; see Table 4.5). All the participants (N =
25) gave direct reports to his or her senior pastor.
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Table 4.5. How Participants Serve Their Senior Pastor (N=25)
Serve the Senior Pastor By
Building trust
Filtering information
Freeing up the senior pastor
Reading the senior pastor’s mind
Pushing back
Protecting the senior pastor’s reputation

n
20
12
15
9
6
3

%
80
48
60
36
24
12

Filtering information. Twelve of the participants (48 percent) said that filtering
information for their senior pastors was an important part of their role; however, they
gave a variety of reasons for this filtering activity. Reasons they gave were to keep the
senior pastor from being caught off guard (7), to condense information (3), to validate
meeting requests (2), to give him a voice in problem solving issues (2), and to distinguish
between need-to-know information and a decision someone else can handle (5); (see
Table 4.6).

Table 4.6. Reasons for Filtering Information (N=12)
Reasons for Filtering Information
Condense information
Distinguish need-to-know info
Keep from being caught off guard
Validate meeting requests
Voice in problem solving

n
3
5
7
2
2

%
25
42
58
17
17

Walter Jones sifts through the mountains of details and provides his senior pastor
with a bulleted report “on finance, administration, and staff.” The purpose “[is] so that he
knows where we’re at actually” [original emphasis]. Jones referred to this service as
“boiling stuff down” so he “generally knows things.” The goal is to keep the senior pastor
free of encumbering details.
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For Rick Holliday, filtering information for his senior pastor means “having a
good sense of the things [our senior pastor] would want to know, and things that he
would want somebody to handle without asking him.” Holliday cited his ability to
distinguish between the two as reason for their close partnership: “[My senior pastor]
knows that I’m not going to come just asking him for something that is frivolous. Its
something that I need to let him know.” As a result, Holliday has both the trust and the
ear of his senior pastor. Boyd Wages gave an example of how to distinguish between
what his senior pastor needs to know and the frivolous stuff. “Color of paint in the youth
room, those things he doesn’t want to know. But [I report] any issues that I feel would
come back to him.” Billy Britt shared a similar example: “If there are problems, [the
ministry staff] come to me. If it’s a moral issue or something is brewing, I let [my senior
pastor] know. I don’t want him to be caught off guard.”
A key part of the filtering role of second chair leaders is to keep the senior pastor
from being caught off guard. Five of the participants (20 percent) acknowledged that no
senior leader likes to be surprised with disturbing news or controversy. Darren Walter
keeps his senior pastor informed about “things that could pop up or an issue with a
member. ‘They’re probably going to come to you. Here’s the background on it.’ He
appreciates knowing so that he’s not surprised.” If he did not, he would knowingly allow
the first chair leader to walk into a firestorm.
For Doyle Roth, filtering information means “that [his senior pastor] has to be
involved in the problems.” In order not to leave the problem with his senior pastor to
resolve, Roth reflects upon the problem and creates resolution scenarios one, two, and
three. He presents these to his senior pastor as a decision to be made, not a problem to be
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solved. Roth has done the mainstay of the work—the thinking, researching, and
reflecting. If he bypasses this crucial step and just resolves the issue himself, “[my senior
pastor] doesn’t know about the church.”
John Baker not only filters information but also people. His senior pastor’s
personality is such that “everyone thinks they are best friends with him,… so people
think they just need to sit down with [him].” Baker sifts out the just-want-to-chat meeting
requests from the more serious and important requests by keeping his senior pastor’s
calendar. Baker concluded, “Everyone is important, but not everyone needs to see him.
They just want to.”
Pushing back. Six of the participants (24 percent) spoke about pushing back as a
critical part of their role. Not to be misunderstood as unchecked, outright arguing,
pushing back in this sense was done diplomatically and according to the mood of their
senior pastor.
Boyd Wages serves as executive pastor at Church of the Apostles (COTA), one of
the nation’s largest worshipping Anglican congregations. Church of the Apostles is led
by Rector Michael Yusseff. Prior to coming on staff at COTA, Wages served as Charles
Stanley’s executive pastor at First Baptist Church Atlanta. According to Wages, both men
are “strong, visionary leaders.” Wages described the misconception many people have
about working directly under these personality types:
Anytime you are dealing with a strong visionary leader,… most people are
afraid to tell them no, to tell them the truth, when, in fact, they really want
to hear the truth. Now they may not like it when they first hear it, so you
have to have thick skin.
In such cases, Wages believes that what his first chair really wants is to have things
“done quickly … [and] efficiently.” Thus, the purpose of the push back is not to argue for
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the sake of arguing but to frame out a working time line and to gather resources so the
initiative can be successful. Wages concluded that by pushing back, “[I] harness what he
envisions and put feet to it and make it practical.”
Davidson shared Wages’ experience. During his career in the local church,
Davidson has served under several senior pastors with “a strong personality.” At times,
he could have watched his senior pastor run over people or make what he thought to be a
disastrous decision. Davidson found himself as the only person who could authoritatively
challenge that decision and urge his senior pastor to “find another tactic.” When working
with a strong, type-A personality, sometimes they do not sense as keenly “the ripple
effect of [what] that change is going to be.”
Prior to coming on staff at Crossroads Christian, Steve Wright served thirty-one
years in upper management at IBM Lexmark. Wright observed that “most senior pastors
have a very limited scope in their background. They don’t know a clue about business or
organizational management. You need somebody who will sit there and say, ‘You can’t
do that.’” More often than not, Wright and the other participants’ opinions were deferred
to. Wright continued by quoting his senior pastor: “When you say something that highly
disagrees with me, I know to stop and rethink.” Through these push backs, Wright’s
senior pastor has discovered a great deal of wisdom and discernment that lies within
Wright, and he has learned to rely on that. Being an older man, Wright added, “Young
staff can’t [push back] nearly as well.” Wright “knows how to disagree”: “I won’t go and
embarrass him in front of staff or church leadership or put him into a confrontation. If he
and I get cross … [we’re] very quick [to be] in one another’s office afterwards saying,
‘Are you okay?’” Push backs by second chair leaders are not manipulative tactics used to
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self-promote a pet project nor to revision the direction of the church. Wright uses these
push backs to bring pause and to create a space of time in which the vision of his first
chair can be formulated into a workable plan with goals and objectives.
Doyle Roth only pushes back when his senior pastor gives him the opportunity.
When asked a question though, “I can’t lie. I can’t be dishonest with myself or before
God.” Roth speaks the truth as he sees it in a principled manner. “I’ve been asked to …
cover before in previous churches. And I can’t do that.”
Howard Greer wants to help his senior pastor accomplish “his goals and his
dreams,” but “I’m not a yes man.” Greer continued, “I feel like I need the freedom to
share with [the senior pastor] if I see something different. ‘Have you thought about it
from this perspective? Have you considered the impact that this will have on our
church?’” In this way, Greer offers good counsel assisting his senior pastor at walking
around an issue or a decision, seeing it from all angles. “The thing I try to practice is,
give me freedom to share with you, but when I walk out that door, nobody knows that I
may disagree with you.” This approach to pushing back makes Greer a valuable asset and
secures him a place in the decision-making dialogue.
Freeing up the senior pastor. Freeing up their senior pastors ranks second in the
overall responses of participants as they discussed what they do (n=15; 60 percent).
An important part of freeing up the senior pastor means knowing what the senior
pastor needs to be doing. When asked on what a senior pastor needed to be focused in a
larger church, Jesse McLeod responded, “Fundamental pastoral leadership issues—
prayer, preaching, teaching.” Leadership of the “day-to-day operational management and
staff matters … should not be part of his job. Like right now, [our senior pastor] is in
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Seattle.” Harvey Bream believes his senior pastor needs to be “busy with messages and
casting vision and building relationships with people in the church.” As such, the staff
has difficulty getting in touch with the senior pastor. “They [need] somebody who they
[can] come to and find out answers, know where we’re going.” Bream, in the executive
pastor role, is that person. Jeanette Dickens gives her all in her work at the church “to
make sure that [she is] taking and alleviating a lot of the problems for the [senior
pastor].” By freeing up her senior pastor in this way, Dickens believes she contributes to
his staying “focused on preaching and being the Word to [our] congregation” and
ensuring him “time to shepherd. The senior pastor has to shepherd.”
Once they know what their senior pastor needs to be doing, the participants
spelled out what this means for them. Darren Walter gets the win whenever he can “take
the administrative, human resources, and detail tasks off the plate of our preachers.” Billy
Britt sees his role as “supervising the ministry staff.” He explained, “Most of the day-today decisions, [my senior pastor] doesn’t fool with.… There is another layer [for the
ministry staff to go through].” Britt concluded, “He can’t supervise all of it.” Boyd
Wages oversees “the staff [and] … the facilities. I pretty much do anything to keep
Michael free to do his job.”
Sometimes freeing up the senior pastor comes in forms other than the
administrative or managerial tag. David Howard exemplifies his support each Sunday
morning. Howard sits next to his senior pastor during the worship service to provide him
with a glass of water, to remind him when to get up to do the announcements, to tend to a
glitch in the screen, to do anything to keep him focused. “When people tell [Craig] his
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preaching is better, he will say, ‘It’s because I am allowed more time to think and study
because of what my associate does.’”
Several of the participants emphasized the importance of this service. Doyle Roth
explained, “[My senior pastor] has a passion for people. He’s in their homes. He’s
sharing with them. He cares about them,” but “the details all the way down can become
so cumbersome. I want to take that crud off of him so he can do what he needs to do
effectively.” John Baker cited the growth of Grace Community Church as the reason for
the creation of his associate pastor role: “You know [our senior pastor] can’t be
everywhere, nor should he be everywhere. I don’t think it’s healthy.” As a result, Baker
has taken the initiative to lift many of the pastoral functions off his senior pastor:
“weddings, funerals, counseling, hospital [visits], that kind of stuff.”
At the time of our interview, Larry Parker had just experienced a transition of
leadership. The former senior pastor was very hands-on with the ministerial staff. “They
would go in and see him anytime they wanted to,” but the new senior pastor had a
different focus for his leadership, a focus that “did not include [leading the] staff.” “Who
is going to get this room at 11 o’clock between the Youth and the Children’s department?
That [kind of thing] makes [his] ears bleed.” Parker stepped up to take care of the
minutia, as his new senior pastor would say.
At Crossroads Christian, Steve Wright is called on to “look across the whole
church.” Wright was brought into the staff mix to “unload [my senior pastor] of a lot of
the day-to-day [work], so that he could focus mainly on ministry and the relationship
pieces and the leadership.”
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For Tim Turner freeing up his senior pastor means taking care of problems or
situations that arise within the staff. Turner explained, “[The senior staff] meets together
on Tuesday mornings … [to] talk about anything that needs to be talked about. If it needs
to come down and be talked about [at a lower level], it filters down through us to
whoever else needs to be involved.” Turner’s senior pastor relies on this round table of
senior staff to surmise, address, and correct problems in his name. As a result, Turner’s
senior pastor is free to focus on other things.
Fred Erler boils down the service of freeing up his senior pastor to the things “that
need to be managed.” Erler added this advice: “I would make sure there is a commitment
from the senior pastor to turn over the keys to the kingdom.… I think that senior pastors
need to understand that they really are turning the operations over. And it frees them up
to do their job more effectively.” To this perspective Walter Jones observed, “So far, I
don’t want to do what he does. And he doesn’t want to do what I do. Could he? Sure. But
a church this large, that would just water down what he’s doing.” Clarity of job
description and the willingness to let those responsible lead appears to be a necessary
discipline toward the success of the organization.
Protecting the reputation of the senior pastor. Only four of the participants (12
percent) spoke of protecting the reputation of the senior pastor. This service is different
than filtering information. In filtering situations, the second chair participants described
the need to offer timely information to their senior pastors so that he or she was not
caught off guard. There is a difference between filtering and protecting, between boiling
down chunks of information to their finer points and literally blocking for senior pastors.
Jeanette Dickens made her case:
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[The senior pastor’s] position has the authority or the influence to do great
good or great damage.... You want to be the person that helps protect,
because if you protect that role, you are protecting the body of Christ.
Your faith may not be diminished at all, if something happens to that
position, but you might have 50 people in the congregation that will walk
away from Christ.
Walter Jones got specific as he shared how he handles criticism of his senior pastor:
Our staff covenant is that we won’t pass the information. [If someone
comes to Jones saying,] “I don’t like the parking lot traffic. I don’t like
something in the service.” My response so many times is, “I’m sorry that
you experienced that. That has not been my experience of [our senior
pastor]. Have you talked with him about it?” Rather than, “Yeah, I’m
sorry. He is like that.”
Jones is teaching his congregation how to handle criticism from others or about others
and how to honor those in authority over them, whether the senior pastor or a boss at
work. Jones finds that his method “cuts down on a lot of those snippy critiques.” Habitual
complainers know they will not get an audience with him.
When confronted with criticism of his senior pastor, Ron Davidson is quick to
respond to the critic: “‘This is not something you are going to say to me.’” He then offers
to set up a meeting between the person and the senior pastor either with or without his
presence. “You have to find that line that people can’t cross,” says Davidson, “but the
reality is sometimes you are going to get caught with legitimate concerns,” concerns that
“you can’t just [ignore]” by telling people, “‘I don’t believe you,’ [or], ‘That’s not true.’”
Davidson handles these “legitimate concerns” prayerfully and only in personal, private
conversations with his senior pastor.
Harvey Bream protects the reputation of his senior pastor by being the face to the
congregation who says “no.” When Bream first came on staff at Savannah Christian
Church, he talked about the lack of “good principled accounting of our assets”:
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If someone wanted to borrow ten tables, they would just come and borrow
them—brought them back when they brought them back. Of course, they
came back rusted, holes in them and all that. I said, “You can’t do that
anymore. For insurance purposes, you can’t borrow them.” People got
mad at me about that.
At times, Bream willingly became the campus bad guy. His decision was one his senior
pastor supported and wanted to be made, but because of his role, he could not risk the
potential damage to his influence. Bream confirmed that in this second chair role, “you
have to have thick skin.”
Reading the senior pastor’s mind. Nine of the participants (36 percent) spoke
about reading the mind of their senior pastor as a part of what they do. Larry Parker
explained why reading the mind of his senior pastor is so important. “I know it’s not this
technical, but I want to know what [my senior pastor] ate for lunch. What is he thinking?
Because if I’m going to be the authoritative role to the staff, then I need to know what [he
is] thinking.”
For many of the participants, reading the mind of their senior pastors means
intuiting what their senior pastors will do, that is, how they will handle certain situations.
Sometimes the senior pastor is just not around and the second chair leader is seen as his
or her spokesperson. John Baker works hand in glove with his senior pastor because
“nineteen times out of twenty, I’m going to know what Buddy would want to do.” When
called on to make these decisions, Jesse McLeod reminded that “sometimes the ball could
get dropped. You have to know when that’s a big deal and when it’s not.”
Reading the mind of senior pastors can sometimes mean translating for the staff
what the senior pastors really meant. Scott Moore explained, “[My senior pastor] thinks
out loud. [As a result], [our staff] will walk out of staff meeting with ten items to do. And
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last week they got ten items.” “I try to decipher for them … what he’s not saying [and] …
what [they] need to focus on.”
For Body Wages, reading his senior pastor’s mind means gauging “the mood he’s
in.” Through his years of experience, Wages has learned that other matters are always
weighing on the mind of a senior pastor. When pushing back on an idea or bringing up a
problem, Wages will begin by asking “questions that will give me an idea of how he will
react, and if I think it’s going to be a negative reaction on that particular day, I may delay
till the next week, if it’s not an urgent situation.” Wages concluded, “We all have times
when we are focused on something else and just aren’t ready to talk about an item.” Jesse
McLeod agreed, “You have to understand how your senior pastor thinks so you can
interpret his leadership as you move forward.”
Building trust. By far the greatest factor for how these second chair leaders relate
to their senior pastor involves the activity of building trust. Twenty participants (80
percent) spoke about building trust as an intentional, not passive, accrued state and the
most important factor for effective second chair leadership.
Ron Davidson made a case for trust between the first and second chair. Davidson
observed, “[The senior pastor] may not even be on campus that much, and the larger a
church, the less he feels like he’s got to be here, which means that in essence, you are
spending an incredible number of hours administering somebody else’s vision.” Darren
Walter added, “If you don’t have trust, you might as well pack it up; otherwise, what
benefit are you to [the senior pastor]? If they don’t trust you, they might as well do it
themselves.”
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The participants identified a number of ways that trust is built: using “we”
language (2), demonstration of competency (4), leadership during absence of the senior
pastor (9), built over time (8), cultivating the relationship (7), complimenting the senior
pastor’s gifts rather than competing with them (6; Table 4.7).

Table 4.7. Ways of Building Trust (N=20)
Ways of Building Trust
Built over time
Complimenting gifts rather than competing
Cultivating the relationship
Demonstration of competency
Leadership during absence
Using “we” language

n
8
6
7
4
9
2

%
40
30
35
20
45
10

Darren Walter suggested that trust is “built over time” and “is the most essential
characteristic for success in [the second chair] role.” Walter builds trust through the
demonstration of “credibility with the staff” and competency with the responsibilities
handed him.
Billy Britt keeps his senior pastor informed and uses “we” language as a means
for accruing trust:
I’ve always let [my senior pastor] know what I was doing, but he didn’t
micromanage that. He let me handle that as long as he continued to be
comfortable with it,… [and] I would never say, “This is what [my senior
pastor] said.” It was always, “This is what we [original emphasis] have
decided,” whether I agreed with it or not.
In front of the staff and congregation, Britt is knitted together as one with the initiatives
presented by his senior pastor. As an extension of his senior pastor’s leadership, Britt
must represent him accurately and honorably. Public dissent, even in a subtle gesture,
could erode the trust these men enjoy and that allows both to thrive.
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Leadership during the absence of their senior pastor was a primary means for
securing the trust of the first chair. Scott Moore has taken the reigns so many times
during the absence of his senior pastor that now his senior pastor “trusts me with total
leadership of the church.” David Howard agreed, “[My senior pastor] is not concerned
when he goes out of town that I would do anything to undermine his authority. He knows
there is no one who will be as strong a support for him as myself.”
Dawson Nixon believes the road to building trust involves “getting to know [your
senior pastor] on a personal as well as professional level,” but he cautions “never [to] let
the personal interfere with the professional.” Speaking about their personal relationship,
Jesse McLeod agreed, “You have to invest in it. You have to stay current.” For John
Baker, “We were friends before I came to work here. We talked every week on the
phone. So, we’re just like brothers. He is four years older than me.” As a result of their
close friendship, Baker’s senior pastor “knows I have got his back. He knows I have his
best interests at heart.”
Steve Wright’s senior pastor has many reasons to trust him, but first and foremost
because Wright “is not vying for his [senior pastor’s] role.” Wright explained, “I didn’t
come here trying to be something else, which oftentimes the executive position can get
into. It’s a natural progression or could be.”
Positional Authority and Second Chair Leadership
What is the role of positional authority as an enabler of second chair leadership?
If the purpose of Research Question #1 was to identify what second chair leaders
of large congregations do, then the purpose of Research Question #2 was to find out how
they do it.
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From my research into the life of Barnabas, I uncovered that a measure of
positional authority had been granted him. Furthermore, I hypothesized that without this
authority, Barnabas would not have been able to execute the duties assigned him
effectively.
More specifically, while Research Question #1 helped frame a portrait of activity,
Research Question #2 listened to see if positional authority in a top-down classic sense
was required for the participants’ activity to be fruitful and effective and to what extent
this positional authority was used. If it was not used, then I searched for another form of
authority, possibly that of influence, as primary.
Participants offered eight distinct perspectives concerning authority as it relates to
their role (see Table 4.8).

Table 4.8. Participant Perspectives Concerning Authority (N = 25)
Participant Perspectives Concerning Authority
View positional authority as necessary
Almost never appeal to positional authority
View their positional authority as “on loan” and
“with limits”
Work in a shared authority model
Temporary shared authority model
Yielded to the decisions and vision of their senior
Pastors
Loyalty running two ways
Not underestimating the power of spiritual authority

n
15
18
7

%
60
72
28

19
2
18

76
8
72

9
8

36
32

Viewing Positional Authority as Necessary
More than half of the participants (n=15; 60 percent) held the opinion that some
measure of positional authority was necessary in order to be effective in their job. Of the
fifteen participants who said that positional authority was necessary, all were responsible
for managing other staff.
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On leading the staff, Dan Reiland commented on the importance of positional
authority:
If you don’t have the authority … to hire and fire, you’re toast.…
[Without positional authority], everybody knows that you are not running
anything. Instead you have to go ask to get anything. That just doesn’t
work. [The senior pastor] has to give it to you.
When asked if he could lead without authority, Howard Greer replied, “You could lead,
but you won’t get a lot accomplished.” Boyd Wages said of positional authority, “It is
very necessary.” Walter Jones agreed, “At times, you have to be the boss.”
Fred Erler believes the second chair role could only be effective if the senior
pastor was willing “to turn over the keys to the kingdom,” that is, handing over the
operations of the church. In turn, the senior pastor is available to do his or her job more
effectively. Erler then offered this advice:
If you are going into a role as an executive pastor, be sure [original
emphasis] that they don’t want to play in your sandbox. And if they are
going to give you the sandbox, let you build the castles. Let you do the
mote. Let you knock ‘em down and build ‘em back up again. But if they
are going to come play in your sandbox, then they probably don’t need
you, either because the church is too small or because the leadership style
of the senior pastor is such that you don’t want it.
In summary, a second chair leader with no positional authority is, in the words of
Reiland, “just an executive valet.”
Doyle Roth did not think a measure of positional authority was necessary for
success in his role, but he retorted his own conclusion saying, “But it sure helps
[laughing] to get the job done.”
For Jesse McLeod, if he is equipping, enabling, and encouraging the staff, his
discipline or negative reinforcement of them “should be minimal.” In this case, positional
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authority becomes more about “who [makes] the final decision” and “what [the] position
[has] to approve.”
During a several month-long season of transition between senior pastors, Larry
Parker emerged out of the worship arts department as the interim senior pastor with
responsibilities for leading the staff and the congregation. The staff especially cooperated
with and appreciated his leadership during those uncertain days. When the new senior
pastor arrived, he wanted Parker to continue to lead the saff. The new senior pastor asked
Parker what needed to happen to make this decision a success. Parker responded with
certainty:
You … need to make my position official and let the staff know.… I am
fully aware that I can run this church.… This isn’t my first rodeo. I’ve
been around the block. I’ve been doing this for thirty something years. So
let’s make this official, or I’ll go back to building the Worship Arts
department, a fantastic worship experience for people when they walk
through the door.
Just as the staff needed clear lines of authority, Parker found that congregational
members needed the parameters of his role defined as well. Frustrations and uneasiness
surfaced in questions such as, “Who’s taking care of business?” These were symptoms
that Parker and his new senior pastor needed to be “very, very clear about:… Who’s got
what.” Parker concluded, “If the church is to transition to the executive pastor position,
there cannot be a lack of clarity [about authority].”
For Ron Davidson, his leadership style is that of a consensus builder, but “when
people challenge one another’s expectations or have differences of opinion, I step in and
I’m leading.” “At that point,” Davidson continued, “you have to have a firm leader,” one
who can give a clear yes or no, one who will separate the right from the wrong.

Griffin 108
For Steve Wright, he could get along without positional authority in the areas of
coaching staff and teaching them management skills. Wright cited his older age and years
of experience in the secular management world of IBM as reasons why others listen to
what he has to say, but for budget decisions someone has to say, “You can go to a
conference and you can’t. There needs to be a chain of command.” When these
“subjective decisions” have to be made, “[staff] need to know who the boss is.”
Almost Never Appealing to Positional Authority
An even higher number of participants (n = 18; 72 percent) said they appealed to
positional authority almost never; rather, they conceded to a more relational approach. “I
don’t tell somebody the way it is unless I just feel I have to,” said Tim Turner. “You
don’t have to be a horse’s rear to be a good leader.”
Boyd Wages spoke about the unique personality type of church staff, that they are
passionate and sensing. He said, “To be too cut and dried with [the staff] would hurt their
feelings.” Wages concluded that the best approach is “being very diplomatic with them,
very congenial but firm.” Walter Jones further explained this distinction between a
secular work environment and the local church:
In the secular world, you go up the food chain to get what you want.
People bring that into the church. They are operating within the world. In
response, we try not to describe our organization as a line of staff. We are
all children of God who have been given gifts. We then choose [original
emphasis] to buy into this system of leadership, the organizational side of
it.
Both Wages and Jones agree that positional authority is necessary, yet both leaders seize
upon it as a last resort, preferring a more relational approach to staff leadership instead.
Jesse McLeod sees his role as the bottom of an upside down pyramid
organizational chart. Even though he occupies the second spot just under the senior
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pastor, McLeod sees himself as a servant, enabling “the ministry heads to do what they
do best.” McLeod described his positional authority as “a gun in a holster.” “It’s there
and everybody knows it’s there. You use it if you have to, but you just don’t pull it out
and wave it around.”
Rick Holliday described the leadership culture at NorthPoint Community Church
as “more collaborative and team oriented than it is someone telling others what to do.”
Holliday called down the “classic model of church administrator who’s an ex-military
guy who says, ‘We’re not doing this and not doing that!’” Not to dismiss its importance,
Darren Walter expressed a better way of leading the staff than by appealing to positional
authority:
I think positional authority is kind of a last resort in my mind. I would
much rather have the credibility of who I am as a person.… I could sit
around and dictate things to people and they may do them, but that’s not
the kind of culture … I want to build.
Charles Hooper agreed that a relational approach is the better approach. He said, “I want
to be the shepherd of [the staff’s] souls.” A bit later in the interview he commented, “I
think the second chair guy has some authority to carry out things, but a lot of relational
capital has to be built and maintained.”
For Harvey Bream, needing strokes for his ego are “long gone.” Bream continued,
“Everybody struggles with it once in a while. But control is not important for me from a
standpoint of ‘You need to know who I am.’ I want people to feel safe to share how they
feel, for people to feel safe enough to tell you how they feel.” Leading staff relationally
rather than from an authoritative stance affords Bream’s staff this freedom.
During his two years as associate pastor, David Howard has “not sat down with
someone and said, because I am the associate pastor you have to do this. That’s not my
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style.” Instead he allows the staff to use him as a sounding board for their ideas and/or
frustrations. He will openly disagree with them, and they with him, but in the end,
Howard yields the final decision to his staff members, citing that “God speaks to them
too, you know.”
Ron Davidson described his leadership as “more relational than autocratic.” He
motivates the staff through encouragement and sharing appreciation. “I give direction
when needed,” but his direction rarely takes the form of marching orders. His relational
approach to getting the job done could be translated into the leadership language of
consensus building. I sensed that Davidson had witnessed or perhaps been personally
burned by a leader whose leadership style was dictatorial. Davidson spoke as if wary of
dictatorial structures of leadership; thus, he believes strongly in “the plurality of
eldership” and encourages all his staff and lay leaders to “be hearing from the Lord”
because “no one person exclusively hears from God anyway.” Davidson’s consensus
building approach to leadership was his way to guard against any one person hijacking, in
a sense, a body of Christ.
Viewing Their Positional Authority as on Loan and with Limits
Seven participants (28 percent) who had been granted some measure of positional
authority understood this authority to be “on loan” and “with limits.” They knew that the
authority afforded them came directly from the senior pastor and required delicate and
respectful handling. It is not to be used as a bullying or ego-feeding device toward other
staff or laity. In their view, this authority, by definition, did not belong to them. They
have at all times, “simultaneously … all power and no power.… It’s loaned me. So at any
time [my senior pastor] can pull it back,” said Dan Reiland. When asked, “At that point,

Griffin 111
what does that mean for you?” Reiland responded, “Step back and let him have it. I have
to be very secure and strong.”
Additionally, the specific amount or measure of given authority came “with
limits.” The measure of authority on loan was proportional to their number of supervisees
and job responsibilities. For instance, the second chair leader could not go across the
organization and try to exercise influence with the music minister, if he or she had no
supervisory responsibilities over the music ministry.
Fred Erler gave two examples of the limits of the authority granted him. “Any
expense above fifty-thousand dollars, [and] I need to go to the finance committee. Any
hiring decisions for a position that’s a direct report to me, I need to get approval from the
PPR Committee.” Erler endorses up front, spelled out limitations to the authority vested
in the second chair role.
Howard Greer is one of three co-chairs who share his senior pastor’s authority–
the music minister, the church administrator, and Greer as the minister of education.
Greer believes that along with imbued authority clearly defined limits for that authority
must be draw up. “I learned a long time ago that I don’t have to have full authority [to
lead] cause the senior pastor is going to have that,” but “in order for me to accomplish my
work, there has to be parameters established for me to do what he wants me to do.” These
parameters guard against the co-chairs dipping across into one another’s areas of
responsibility, while at the same time granting each the resource of authority necessary to
get the job done.
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Working in a Shared Authority Model
Not to be confused with being equal in authority, nineteen of the participants (76
percent) said their senior pastors shared the authority of their offices with them. In these
situations, their positional authority could be trumped at any time; however, the senior
pastors only rarely, if ever, chose to do so. In this sense, their positional authority was a
constant as opposed to having an ebb and flow quality. It had permanency. Church staff
recognized this permanency and respected it accordingly.
Dan Reiland explained what it meant for his senior pastor to share authority with
him. “The way he says it, we split his job in half. And so we treat each other as partners.
He is primary visionary and mine is staff and leadership development and ministry
architect.” Reiland then cautioned, “But I must remember, I am no more than he is.”
Howard Greer interestingly observed, “I have just as much freedom now as I did
when I was a senior pastor.”
During his tenure at Christ Church in Memphis, Jesse McLeod was over “the
entire life of the church.” McLeod was the only direct report to the senior pastor and
shared the authority of that office visibly on their organizational chart as head over
“clergy, all the ministries, all the operations, everything.” At NorthMetro Baptist Church,
Alvin Hobgood is responsible to “take the vision that [his senior pastor] is sharing and …
take that down to the nuts and bolts of how we are going to do it.” Hobgood attributes his
success in communicating the nuts and bolts of vision to his role as “supervisor of the
staff.”
Steve Wright explained why a shared authority leadership model is beneficial: “I
think someplace in your [church] you’ve got to have somebody with some business
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sense, somebody with some organizational sense, and those people have to be at a high
enough level to have some real authority, to basically direct the church. I think that
naturally falls in this chair.” When called to serve as executive pastor at Savannah
Christian Church, one of the first things Harvey Bream did was to clarify the staff
leadership structure. The staff needed to know “who reported to who.” At a former
church, Bream’s senior pastor would “interfere a lot.” This interference resulted in
conflict and tension among the staff, such that they experienced a turnover of “thirty staff
persons in nine to ten years.” Bream knew that he did not want a repeat of that
experience. Now he has found a man who was “willing to let me do my job.” Bream
shared this example: “When I got here, they were having three hour staff meetings, so I
said, ‘We’re going to have one hour staff meetings and I’m going to lead them.’”
Bream’s senior pastor gladly handed over leadership of the staff, which included budget
approval, building stewardship, and coaching. After only three months on the job, one of
the elders approached Bream and said, “I didn’t think it was possible so soon. But I trust
you with complete leadership of this church.”
Bream also added that structural organization in which authority is shared
between the first and second chairs “gives people a sense of safety”:
You don’t want one of our pastors side-stepping, going past their director
coming to me. That’s not a good thing. And this doesn’t happen any more,
but it used to as everyone was trying to learn the structure. I would say,
“You need to go talk to so and so. Go work it out with them.”
Bream reinforced the organizational structure he put in place by heading off these endrun attempts.
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For Walter Jones, his authority over the staff is a constant; however, Jones did
allude to another level or privilege of authority that is temporary only. This temporary
authority occurs when his senior pastor is out of town:
Richard (the SP) feels like he can trust his leadership to me when he’s
gone. He believes that I can make the decisions while he’s out. He gives
us the freedom to do that while he’s gone. And the more we work
together, the more we are in sink.
Jones literally takes the lead role in these moments and considers it a sign of the deep
trust built between the two men.
Working in a Temporary Shared Authority Model
Two of the participants (8 percent) described their authority as temporary, like the
description made by Jones, but minus the constancy of staff leadership. This temporary
authority was activated only in the absence of their senior pastor.
In the case of John Baker, his official job description is functionally pastoral and
congregationally focused. Very little of his stated responsibilities are organizationally
focused. Baker made this clear on three separate occasions during the interview, stating,
“[Our senior pastor] is the boss. I’m not anybody’s boss on staff.” Later he added, “[Our
senior pastor] is definitely in charge. I’m not in charge.” However, due to his long tenure
and his close relationship with his senior pastor, Baker unofficially finds himself leading
the staff. For example, he remarked, “With our global ministry, our senior pastor is …
gone six to eight weeks of the year on missions trips. For one to two months out of the
year, he is not even here to tell the staff things.” In his absence, the staff leans on Baker
“because [my senior pastor] leans on me, and he wants them to do that.” They know that
Baker’s word is the same as his senior pastor’s:
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So a lot of times, if they can’t get [the senior pastor] or don’t want to
bother him, or have a question … they’ll come ask me because nineteen
times out of twenty, I’m going to know what [he] would want to do. And I
can go ahead and say, “Here’s what he would say.”
Baker is dialed into his senior pastor’s patterns of thinking and garners his senior pastor’s
trust. For these and others reasons, Baker shares the influence of his senior pastor’s
position minus any formal endowment of the authority of that office. Therefore, it is
accurate to say that Baker shares the influence, not the authority, of the first chair—a
rarity among other participants.
Even though Scott Moore is trusted “with total leadership of the church” by his
senior pastor, the positional authority he possesses is bestowed only in the absence of his
senior pastor:
There are times when he is gone and I’m calling the shots. Decisions have
to be made. I’ll make them right or wrong.… And then he’ll come back
and I’ll feel like my job has disappeared. He picks everything up that I
was holding.… It happens every summer, every time he goes out of town.
For Baker and Moore, influence not authority is more important toward their success in
leading from the second chair.
Yielding to the Final Decision and Vision of the Senior Pastor
Eighteen of the participants (72 percent) described in much detail and in no
uncertain terms the importance of yielding to the final decision and vision of their senior
pastor.
John Baker is yielded to the final decision of his senior pastor but admits that it is
not always easy: “Not many guys could go pastor and then come back and be a staff guy.
Sometimes the frustration is ‘I wouldn’t do it the way he’s doing it.’ But I’m not the
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boss.” When Baker feels his ego creeping up or his submission wavering, he finds
reassurance in that his senior pastor’s “heart is pure”:
I’ve never sensed anything in [my senior pastor] that was ego-maniacal or
self-centered narcissistic. Everything he does, he does to glorify God. So
even when I think he is off-base, I can rest in the fact that he’s doing what
he thinks God is telling him to do. And sometimes, a lot of times, as time
bears out, he was right.
As Baker reveals, before the crisis, before the tough decision, before the new vision is
cast, these yielded second chair leaders have established in their hearts confidence in the
character and competence of their senior leader.
Beyond just being yielded, the participant responses revealed three ways in which
they yield to him. These are to show unwavering support for the final decision of the
senior pastor (8), to take his input seriously (5), and to buy into his vision for the church
(11; see Table 4.9).

Table 4.9. Ways of Yielding to the Senior Pastor (N = 18)
Ways of Yielding to the Senior Pastor
Buy into the senior pastor’s vision for the church
Show unwavering support of decisions
Take senior pastor’s input and concerns seriously

n
11
8
5

%
61
44
28

As participants discussed pushing back on the ideas or decisions of their senior
pastor the characteristic of being yielded to his final decision surfaced. For Howard
Greer, his senior pastor gives him the “freedom to share” his disagreement, but for Greer,
being yielded to the final decision of his senior pastor at such times means “when I walk
out that door, nobody knows that I may disagree with you.” Doyle Roth’s senior pastor
“values other people’s input,…but ultimately, it’s his call.” For Scott Moore, “the buck
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stops with [his senior pastor].” Moore shared an account of being yielded to his final
decision:
The other day we were in a brainstorming session.… [Our senior pastor]
had an idea. Our ideas were in a different direction. Finally, I said, “You
really believe that don’t you?”
“Yeah,” [he responded].
“So let’s do it your way!”
At this point, Moore could have hung his head and moped out of the meeting. He could
have complained to some of the other employees, caused a stir or even a rift among staff
members and their senior pastor. Instead, Moore chooses to “honor [his senior pastor]. He
went on to share this piece of wisdom: “I will never go wrong doing that. Do I always
agree with him? No. No. But I’ll never go wrong with honoring him.”
For Rick Holliday, being yielded means taking seriously the input and concerns of
his senior pastor: “[Our senior pastor] is the leader of the organization. I feel pretty
strongly that when he’s got a concern—Yeah, if he’s got a non-legitimate concern then
we’re going to talk about it. But if he’s got a concern you better believe it’s something
we’re going to address. He’s got a lot of wisdom.”
All eighteen of these participants said that being yielded means buying into the
vision for the church as articulated by the senior pastor. Boyd Wages commented, “There
is a prevailing vision.… We filter everything through that.… I hold the line on that.”
Therefore, in standing for the vision, the second chair leader stands for his or her senior
pastor in whose identity the vision is housed. Howard Greer said, “I work with [the senior
pastor] to try to help him accomplish what his goal and his dreams are. We’re going to
implement whatever he wants to do.” Charles Hooper added, “If [his vision] is not hand
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in glove, then I need to look for another job. And that’s true for any staff. If they can’t
enthusiastically embrace that vision then it’s time to go.”
As Ron Davidson explained, buying into this vision is not always as simple as
stepping across an imaginary line. He reflected on his experience of serving under several
senior pastors: “You are always caught in the middle” between what God is speaking to
others, to oneself, and to the senior pastor. Yielding to the final decision of their senior
pastors sometimes requires having to leave behind “what God may have put in your own
heart or in the hearts of the people you work with.” Dangers surface when this dynamic
occurs. The participants have to shut down or hold off God’s voice speaking specifics
about the direction of the ministry. Such churches “become too organizationally focused
rather than [existing] as an organism.” Davidson concluded, “When you put a man as
king over an organization, you limit not only what he can do but also what the church can
do.”
Boyd Wages summed up three ways of yielding to senior pastors. He said,
“Somebody’s got to be the leader. And you can’t be in my position unless you are willing
to follow his lead, to trust his judgment, to trust where God is leading him.”
Loyalty Running Two Ways
Nine of the participants (36 percent) spoke about loyalty as a two-way street.
While crucial for these second chair leaders to demonstrate loyalty to their senior pastors,
a reciprocating loyalty is equally vital.
Greg Horn, executive pastor at Northeast Christian Church, told the story of
having to let go of one of their staff. What made this decision all the more difficult was
that the person he was letting go, happened to be close to the senior pastor. “It was one of
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those things that if I didn’t deal with that issue, I would lose the respect of the rest of the
staff.” The senior pastor could have stepped in. He was fully aware of the decision Horn
wanted to make and could have trumped it, but chose not to do so.
Loyalty to the second chair often takes the form of disallowing staff or church
members to make an end around their second chair. Doyle Roth commented, “When the
staff in particular comes to Ben with a concern, Ben will listen and then before giving his
opinion, he will always say, ‘Let me check with Doyle on this.’” In this way, Roth’s
senior pastor trains the staff to seek out Roth’s opinion, legitimizing the authority and
trust he has placed in him.
At Hebron Baptist Church, Billy Britt’s senior pastor is careful not to undermine
the authority of his second chair leader. Britt explained, “[My senior pastor] won’t go
around me … to deal with a staff member, unless I’m out of town and he just has to.
[Instead], he’ll say, ‘Billy, here’s what I’m concerned about.’” Wages shared a similar
respect from his senior pastor:
If he sees the end around, he discerns that, and he’ll call me into the mix.
He will not let [the staff person] circumvent my authority. And if he
doesn’t agree with what I’ve done, he’ll listen to them then he and I will
talk about it. Then he’ll let me correct it.
Loyalty runs both ways.
Not Underestimating the Power of Spiritual Authority
Eight of the participants (32 percent) advised not to underestimate the power of
spiritual authority for effective second chair leadership.
For Alvin Hobgood, “ministry has to start on the inside and work its way out;…
otherwise, it becomes a job or it becomes work.” Dan Reiland emphasized the role of
“prayer and anointing and hearing God and being passionate and loving the lost” as
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necessary fuel both for effectiveness and longevity in his role. Despite his Harvard
trained instincts toward business practices, Fred Erler consented, “Hope is not a
strategy.” In his role as second chair, Jesse McLeod has “a constant prayer for wisdom
and discernment.” McLeod concluded, “There are times when you just feel really
inadequate. You just need more wisdom.”
John Baker finds the power of spiritual authority to be a liberating force from the
otherwise parasitic worries generated by working at a church:
If you start thinking … that your ministry is your whole life, at some point
you’re going to hit the wall. I love what I do here, but I … don’t sit at
home and think about it. I used to. But that will just create knots in your
stomach.… One day [I realized], ‘I’m not going to change this world. But
the world is pretty much the way it was before I got here and they are
going to be the way they are when I’m gone.’ I just want to be faithful to
what I’m supposed to do. Love my wife. Love my son. Take care of my
body. Honor God. And that’s all I can do.
Speaking out of his own experience, Ron Davidson described the second chair role as the
place where when things go wrong senior pastors tend to “hold you responsible.”
Davidson continued, “[This] is not a good position to be in ‘in the flesh.’ Which is why
you can’t do it ‘in the flesh.’ [I have to] walk in the Spirit and realize God called me to do
this.” As he returns to his Savior’s feet, Davidson experiences healing and release,
enabling him “to take a beating and get back up and keep going.” His efforts are all about
the King and his kingdom. He is a man surrendered to the lordship of Christ. His life is
evidence of it.
Summary of Positional Authority
In summary, a critical component toward the effectiveness of second chair
leadership is positional authority; however, overwhelmingly, these second chair leaders
do not get their jobs done by playing the positional authority card. They opt for a
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relational approach to managing staff and carrying out their responsibilities. Participants
also widely agreed that being yielded to the authority, vision, and leadership of their
senior pastor was critically important.
Qualities of Second Chair Leaders of Large Congregations
To what extent are the seven qualities of second chair leadership present as
identified in the literature review?
Research Question #1 investigated what second chair leaders of large
congregations do. Research Question #2 considered how they get it done. Research
Question #3 answers who does the work. I intentionally reflected on these persons, that
is, the personality and character traits behind their titles.
While attempting to code the data for this section, five out of the original seven
qualities I identified in Chapter 2 were present: not ego driven, joyfully submitted, voices
conviction/principled, self-sacrificing, and wise mediator. One of the categories was
altered only slightly in name, from process oriented to component oriented. One of my
original categories, developer of leaders, was not present in the second chair leaders
interviewed. I will discuss this more in Chapter 5.
Not Ego Driven
The most recurring quality among participants was the quality of not being ego
driven. All the participants (n = 25; 100 percent) exhibited this quality. Reasons they
gave to support this finding are listed in Table 4.10.
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Table 4.10. Examples of Not Ego Driven (N = 25)

Examples of Not Ego Driven
Not an up front person
Implementing someone else’s vision
Enjoy seeing an initiative succeed
Others to get the credit
Prioritized around the kingdom
Don’t want SP’s job
Happy in the second chair

n
11
12
7
5
7
17
16

%
44
48
28
20
28
68
64

Eleven of the participants (44 percent) communicated their contentedness with
serving behind the scenes. Boyd Wages remarked, “I do not enjoy going to the pulpit to
make announcements.… I do it because I’m asked to, but I don’t seek that out.” Jeannette
Dickens added that if the second chair leader requires up front time, he or she is
dangerously “vying for [the senior pastor’s] position.” Howard Greer echoed this
perspective: “One of the big things is the guy in the second position has to be comfortable
serving on the back row as well as the front row.… I don’t have to have the platform to
serve.” Ron Davidson prefers to “put people up front who really love to be up front. Me
being the only guy who is calling all the shots or having all the in-front time, that’s not
me.”
Seven of the participants indicated a high level of personal satisfaction in seeing
an initiative succeed (28 percent). One thing that Jesse McLeod enjoys most is “seeing an
idea being developed into fruition, working and bearing fruit.” For him, the win is not his
notoriety at the end of the day but the success of the initiative. Boyd Wages echoes this
perspective. He gets “satisfaction when … an initiative … [is] making progress and being
successful.” Wages concluded, “I don’t need the direct affirmation of somebody patting
me on the back.”
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Sixteen participants (64 percent) spoke of being content or happy in their second
chair role. One of these sixteen, David Howard, is comfortable “with being back up
quarterback.” Howard speaks for seventeen of the participants (68 percent), remarking
that he has “no aspirations” for the senior pastor’s role.
Other participants demonstrated this egoless characteristic as they “allow other
people to get the credit for doing things,” said Ron Davidson (20 percent). Walter Jones
told the story of a church employee who was overdue for a raise:
I had a supervisor who made a fuss because one of her people hadn’t
gotten a raise for a while. We approved the raise. I could have called that
person in my office and gifted her with the info. Instead, I gave it to the
supervisor to share that with her. That built up the body of Christ.
Jones described himself as a “bridge builder,” but one who does not insist that “my name
[goes] on the bridge!” Jones concluded, “Do I like for people to thank me? Sure. But I
don’t put my name on everything.” Doyle Roth shares a similar account:
A couple years ago I realized I can lead. I like to lead. I like to organize. I
like to see things come about. But I also realized … I loved putting things
down on paper and giving that to my senior pastor and saying, “Here’s
how to get it done. Get up. You do it.” And he did with all the polish and
all the charisma.… And when it was done, it was very successful. He
appreciated my role. He did it. It was right for him to do it. And I loved it.
And he came to me and said, “Doyle, not many people would do what you
did and let me get the credit for it. Thank you very much.”
Harvey Bream confirmed that “there are things I am instrumentally involved and a part of
that [my senior pastor] will get credit for, and I won’t get a lick of credit for.” Bream
does not see this as a problem, commenting, “You have to be okay with your ego on that.
And that’s the reality of it. He’s the upfront guy. He’s been here 24 years.” Bream
concluded, “If you’re ego can’t take it, go find another job.”
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Joyfully Submitted
Much of being joyfully submitted would seem to have been answered above
under the heading “yielded to the authority of the first chair.” A lot of crossover can be
seen, but a subtle difference exists that makes the discussion worth pursuing. Eighteen of
the participants (72 percent) spoke of the importance of yielding to the final decision and
vision of their senior pastor, a statistic that supports the “submitted” aspect of this
characteristic. However, all that this statistic suggests is that the participant will not cause
trouble, that he or she will honor confidentiality, that he or she is submitted. It says
nothing of the spirit or attitude of the one submitting to the first chair. This subtly
surfaces as the difference between yielding to the first chair’s authority and a next,
perhaps more mature step, which is to compliment the leader’s personality style. Darren
Walter explained:
Are you willing to invest yourself in the person that you’re assisting? You
really have to get to know them and be submissive to their nuances, their
leadership style. Most everybody who is going to be interested in a role
like this has leadership gifts of their own. So you’re going to be tempted to
go, “I wish he wouldn’t do this,” or “I wish he would do this differently.”
And you have to decide, are you here to change the person you’re serving
or are you here to serve them? For me, I’m not here to change Dave. I’m
here to serve Dave. And so, he’s got a particular style and I have to adjust
to that and try to support and compliment that. So if you think your way is
the only way and you’re style is the only style, and everybody else
including the senior leader has to adjust to you, well, you just answered
your own question. It’s not the role for you.
Steve Wright warned that a church would not want “the heir apparent to the first [chair]
in this role.” Wright sees the consequence of an heir apparent in the second chair as
preparing the soil for “competing visionar[ies].” He continued, “If you have a vision,
that’s okay. But if somehow it’s key that your vision is what happens here, I think there
needs to be a high deferral to the first level.”
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Voices Conviction/Principled
As previously mentioned, only six of the participants (24 percent) said that part of
their job was to push back. This statistic mirrors the voices conviction characteristic,
suggesting that only 24 percent of participants voice their conviction to their senior pastor
and are principled in regard to their assessment of a given situation.
One noteworthy fact is that never was a question specifically asked to this regard.
On some occasions the question, “What do you do with criticism of your senior pastor?”
was asked, but that only during the natural course of conversation. I did not direct the
conversation toward that topic. Perhaps a more specific question to this regard would
have yielded a higher percentage.
Nonetheless, for those who spoke about pushing back, it was very much a reality,
a part of their job. Doyle Roth who waits on his senior pastor to give him the opportunity
to push back, says when asked though, “I can’t lie. I can’t be dishonest with myself or
before God.” Doyle speaks the truth as he sees it in a principled manner.
Wise Mediator
Another quality of second chair leadership that did appear, but not predominantly
was that of wise mediator. Only four participants (n = 4; 16 percent) spoke about
mediating as part of their role. None of the grand tour questions specifically directed the
participants to talk about this characteristic. Being in a management position, however, I
posit that more of the participants were involved in mediation daily; nevertheless, the
statistics do not support such a conclusion.
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Jesse McLeod talked about mediating in terms of acting as “an extension of his
[senior pastor’s] office.” He maintained, “You have to understand how your senior pastor
thinks so you can interpret his leadership as you move forward.”
Harvey Bream talked about his uncanny ability to predict how people will react in
certain situations, literally scripting a chain of future events. Using this intuition, Bream
will map out a plan for his leaders, showing them how to deal with the problem. After
everything washes through, his leadership team most always returns with, “It worked out
exactly how you said it would.” Bream concluded, “I can’t explain it. Even certain things
with our church, how they will react to something, or what’s going to happen on certain
things. It’s just a sense that I cannot explain, other than the Lord’s involvement.” This
kind of intuition is reminiscent of Barnabas, a second chair leader with an uncanny ability
to see the big picture and to read how people will react within given circumstances.
Developer of Leaders
None of the participants (0 percent) spoke about being a developer of leaders. On
two occasions, participants spoke about coaching (possibly close cousin to developing
leaders). The Barnabas model of second chair leadership shows Barnabas actively
recruiting potential future leaders, placing them under his wing and developing them to
maturity, a point at which they launch out on their own. Barnabas showed aggressive
intentionality. No such process was ever detected among the participants’ responses.
With regard to leaders, the second chair’s role, as previously indicated, is to keep
the church staff within the lines of the vision, which means resourcing them, coaching
them, and managing them.
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Self-Sacrificing
Only one of the participants (4 percent) spoke about making a bold financial
sacrifice in order to step into his present role. Others left prosperous secular careers, but
for those who did, they were at an age of retirement. For the participants who were ‘in
ministry’ before, the move to second chair leadership in the church actually represented
“the opportunity to provide for [my] family the way a smaller church would not,” said
John Baker. None of the participants indicated that they were presently experiencing
abundant income nor receiving a pauper’s pay. Most seemed comfortable financially.
Participants sacrificed in other ways besides finances. As previously mentioned,
these second chair leaders operated without ego and submitted themselves joyfully to the
vision and final decision of their senior pastor; however, the Barnabas model of second
chair leadership shows Barnabas making a significant financial sacrifice, a physical selfinitiated self-reduction. Because the question was not asked directly of the participants, I
believe it unfair to say that none have nor are presently sacrificing in this way. Any
conclusion toward evidence or lack thereof of the self-sacrificing characteristic would be
overtly presumptuous.
Component Oriented
Under the profile of participants, one statistic gave rise to suspicions that this
characteristic was present in the participants. Prior to coming on staff at the church where
each served, the participants fell into one of three recurring categories (N = 25): (1)
theological education followed by service in the local church (n = 10), (2) business
education with a career in upper management in the secular business world (n = 9), or (3)
an engineering degree with a career in upper management in the secular engineering
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world (electrical or mechanical); (n = 4). Two other anomalies surfaced: (1) a one-year
career in criminal justice (n = 1) and (2) a public school teacher (n = 1).
More than half of the participants (n=13) did not rise up into their present second
chair position from within a church organization. More than half were plucked out of the
secular business or engineering world, all of which had experience in upper management.
At one point during his secular career, Dawson Nixon shared that he was “managing five
thousand people. Part of the skill set was a broad span of management control.” This
insight suggests that the participants were wired to think about the church
organizationally, viewing it for its component parts and managing those.
Tim Turner talks about the benefits of his background in mechanical engineering.
He said, “One big [help] is organizational skills.” As an engineer, Turner was taught
“problem solving.” He continued, “You were taught to take something; tweak it, twist it,
change it, move it, build it bigger, build it smaller.” Now he occupies the second chair
role of director of adult discipleship, a big wheel with many components on it. “I’ve got
to be able to see how something is moving,… how this should go, how this should be
placed here.” Turner concluded, “I think God took those [abilities] and helped me to see
[organizational] structure.”
Howard Greer explained how his component-oriented mind is of service to his
senior pastor. Greer said, “[My senior pastor] can’t stand the details, and I love the
checklist.” He continued, “Don’t go looking to the SP for steps one through eighteen.
Rather, [he will say], ‘Here’s an idea.’ And then you go, ‘Okay, what do we do now to
make that happen?’” Greer concluded that this team approach is how he and his senior
pastor “get that vision accomplished.” Doyle Roth wants to “take issues, get them all
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lined up, make them perfect and then go on.” Fred Erler just about sleeps at night with his
ten-year master plan for his church.
Scott Moore described himself as “someone who is going to make the details
happen”, and thus “the other side of [my senior pastor].” Moore explained, “If someone
wants vision, they’ll go to him. If they want direction, they’ll come to me.”
Dan Reiland said of his role, “You have to know how to wire things together, to
put things together. There’s an intuitive cultural, discerning part of it that actually enjoys
the length and discipline and the diligence of the process.” Reiland described his senior
pastor as “a kind of entrepreneurial visionary” and himself as “a strategic visionary”:
Kevin, he sees [the vision] first. That means God talks directly to him.
God talks to me about creative ways to get there.… There’s all kinds of
ways to do it, and they are not all good. But I think there are some
anointed ways to get there. Just like if you are driving across town, there
are some wrong roads. And if God helps me, I might pick the right roads.
So I’m probably visionary as Builder.
Alvin Hobgood described the “real me” as “a strategist, a planner”:
[My] engineering background has helped me.… As we’ve built buildings
and negotiated with governmental organizations and permits and all that
stuff. I would have never thought that could have been used in ministry.…
I am the detail person. I’m the planner. I’m the manager.
Boyd Wages is a self-admitted organizational thinker. As such, Wages likes to dot all his
Is and cross all his Ts before launching out on a new venture. Wages described what
working alongside someone who is “vision driven” and “just wants to get it done” can be
like. He said these times are “stressful because you’re setting yourself up for failure.” He
explained, “Any time that you are moving forward without planning it out, well, I have to
adjust my thinking to incorporate his.”
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Jeanette Dickens has her eyes on all the components. She pointed out how easily
she could get lost in these, forgetting to “keep the focus on people rather than on the
organization”:
In stewardship, it’s about growth in Christ and it’s never about money. If I
were the global pastor, it’s never about the details of getting to Africa or
wherever, but about sharing the gospel, about the transformation.…
People get very bogged down into processes. If the only question you can
answer is, ‘I have 600 children in Sunday school,’ if that’s all I can say—I
can’t tell you what happened on the other end. If I can’t show you the
outcome, the ‘so what?’ question—If I can’t tell you about people’s lives
changing, if I can’t show you that, then we haven’t done anything.
Operating from within the highest level of influence, Dickens, through her clarity of
vision, helps Mt. Pisgah UMC fulfill its God-given calling.
For Jesse McLeod, he wants to free his senior pastor from implementing and
managing responsibilities which are the organizational responsibilities. McLeod
continued, “If you can free your senior pastor [from these] he can then invest in, dive into
particular areas of ministry with a pastoral focus as opposed to a manager focus, then his
leadership is more effective.” McLeod gets up under the weight of managing the
components of the organization so that his senior pastor is free to operate within his own
unique skill sets and calling.
Serendipitous Findings: Discernment
One quality that I did not anticipate was the quality of being discerning. Eighteen
of the participants (72 percent) spoke in one way or another about the importance of
discernment. A constant prayer by Jesse McLeod is for “wisdom and discernment.” Boyd
Wages describes discernment as the ability “to see through the first layer.”
For Doyle Roth, he has “got [his senior pastor’s] ear all the time.” As a result,
Roth is looking down the road toward the end goals for the church. At times, he has to
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say “no” or “it’s not time yet” or “we can’t do that.” Due to his insider’s knowledge of
the big picture, Roth is saddled with the responsibility of managing the present in such a
way that the big picture comes to fruition in the future.
Dan Reiland explained that in order to manage that big picture, the second chair
leader has to do more than manage the components of the organization. For Reiland,
discernment is the key:
Interestingly, a lot of guys who I connect with sort of put an administrative
tag on it. But I really don’t think it’s as administrative as it is artful.…
This person has to see everything. In ministry, you have to smell things
before they happen. If you are just a mechanical sort of clinician, people
are sort of a number—You have to be able to walk into an environment
and go, “Something’s wrong here. Let’s go figure out what that is.” As
long as you’re not leading, you’re just management. And people just
manage by numbers and by results. Leaders manage by intuition and
what’s going on in the leaders’ lives that they are coaching [emphasis
mine].
Harvey Bream attributed his ability to read people as the reason why he excels:
With different staff persons, I can just sense—The leadership will come to
me and say, “We’ve got to talk to this person about this. We’re not sure
how they are going to react.” And I’ll say, “Well, let me tell you, here’s
how they are going to react. This is what you’re going to say to them. This
is what they are going to say back to you.” And they’ll go through the
whole process then come back to me and say, “It worked out exactly how
you said it would.” And I can’t explain it. Even certain things with our
church: how they will react to something or what’s going to happen on
certain things. It’s just a sense that I cannot explain, other than the Lord’s
involvement.
Bream concluded that this kind of discernment is “either something you’ve got or you
don’t.”
Summary of Common Qualities of Second Chair Leaders
Five out of the seven qualities of second chair leadership were confirmed through
analysis of the interview data. Two of the qualities, self-sacrificing and developer of
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leaders, were not traits common among the participants. Not to say the participants never
sacrificed or never made a point to mentor emerging leaders, but they did not indicate as
much within the purview of their second chair role at the church. One serendipitous
finding was discovered—the quality of discernment. Discernment played a key part in
managing their first chair leaders’ vision to fruition.
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION
Major Findings
To organize my findings I have composed six axioms, or statements of truth,
about second chair leadership in large congregations. At times the supporting statistics do
not seem to fit the criteria of what is generalizable. For example, if only 39 percent of the
participants observe an open-door policy in leading church staff, this statistic does not
represent a majority opinion. Nevertheless, I did not want to throw out data that
represents a statistical minority based on the criteria of majority rule. I found myself
needing to sort through and differentiate between those data generalizable to any
population of second chair leaders and those data that represents the unique personality
and/or contextually inspired preference(s) of my participants. The six axioms as stated
below are the outcome of my own internal contemplation of the data. I used these axioms
to organize my presentation of major findings.
Axiom I
Second chair leaders of large congregations primarily focus on the
organizational side of the local church. Looking back over the responses of the
participants, I first noticed that the participants interact primarily with the organizational
side of the local church. They are not responsible for preaching, teaching, and/or singing;
instead, they deal with any activity that relates directly to the congregation. Their areas of
responsibility include but are not limited to finances, budgeting, support staff, ministry
staff, and facilities maintenance. Some participants contributed in limited fashion to the
roles of preaching, teaching, and/or singing. Nevertheless, at the level of a large
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congregation, these latter responsibilities were not even close to being among their
primary ones.
Axiom II
Second chair leaders of large congregations see the church for its component
parts and rely on a process of discernment in order to manage these. Reflective of their
responsibilities, when the participants look at the organism of the local church, they have
the unique ability to break it up almost intuitively and immediately into its component
parts. These components then become manageable entities. A non-component-oriented
person might naturally think about the church in terms of the people and the relationships
that exist there. Another non-component-oriented person might think about the church in
terms of its theological tenets and teachings, but for the participants of this study, when
they think about the local church, they think in terms of its quantifiable component parts.
They picture these interacting one with the other. These components include but are not
limited to financial gifts, physical structures, programs, and staff.
Secondly, an unexpected quality of second chair leaders emerged in this study.
Discernment or seeking for discernment ranks high among participants. Participants
engaged a process of discernment in order to help them make decisions for the
organization. The process of discernment is an internal conversation that includes both
the heart and mind of the participant. He or she visualizes the components of the
organization and causes these to interact with his or her sense of God’s timing, the senior
pastor’s mood, available resources, and/or staff morale, whatever the present pressing
issues. This interaction enables the second chair leader to make wise, timely decisions
(see Figure 5.1).
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Figure 5.1. Process of discernment.

Everything they do flows from these two primary qualities (component-oriented
and discerning) interacting with one another. The former represents the physical; the
latter the metaphysical. This finding is similar to Bellman who describes managing as
“more analytical and logical, more planful and conservative, whereas leading is more
intuitive and organic, more visionary and emergent” (14). As the component-oriented
side of their minds is at work, they visualize the components and the resources of the
organization, both those that are presently in place and those yet to be added.
Simultaneously, the discerning quality is that skill of intuition at work, an intuition that
tells them when to say “no,” when to say “not now but soon,” and when to give the green
light. Discernment is their sense of people, of resources, of timing. They are more than
managers; they are second chair leaders.
Bonem observes that “some people are more ‘leader-like’ and others more
‘manager-like’” but that “most fall at various points between” (2-3). The participants
matched Bonem’s description precisely. Bonem’s ideas are also confirmed in that the
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participants “find satisfaction in checking things off of their ‘to do’ list,” a characteristic
of managerial minded persons, such as, the participants in this study.
Axiom III
Second chair leaders of large congregations use a number of ways to lead church
staff. Research Question #1 asked, What are the common experiences among second
chair leaders? In response to this question, Figure 5.2 illustrates one half of the findings
from Chapter 4.
The top half of the circle shows what second chair leaders of large congregations
do as they relate to church staff, that is, how they lead their staff. These methods are
annual reviews and goal setting, open-door policy, visibility around the office, saying
“no,” holding weekly staff meetings. These five observances and/or actions reveal how
second chair leaders of large congregations manage the components of the organizational
side of the church.

Figure 5.2. How to lead church staff effectively from the second chair.
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Axiom IV
Second chair leaders of large congregations use a number of ways to serve the
office and the person of the senior pastor. Also in response to Research Question #1, the
second half of my findings in Chapter 4 are illustrated in Figure 5.3.
The bottom half of the circle shows what second chair leaders of large
congregations do as they relate to their first chair, that is, how they relate to their senior
pastor. These methods are: reading the senior pastor’s mind, building trust, filtering
information, freeing up the senior pastor, protecting the senior pastor’s reputation,
pushing back.

Figure 5.3. Serving the senior pastor from the second chair.
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Axiom V
Second chair leaders of large congregations are an extension of the leadership of
their senior pastor. Based on the participants’ responses, I find that second chair leaders
of large congregations are an extension of the leadership of their senior pastor. Similar to
the co-leadership model described by Bennis and Hennan, second chair leaders act on
behalf of their senior pastor. They take over while he is out of town. They interpret his
leadership to the church staff. Daily, they make decisions on his behalf. They protect his
reputation. They magnify his influence. They are committed to and complement his style
of leadership and champion his causes as he hears from God. Second chair leaders of
large congregations are an extension of both the office of the senior pastor and his person.
Returning to the Barnabas model of second chair leadership, in the section titled
“Dissimilarities” in Chapter 2, I acknowledged that Barnabas does not use the final
authority granted him on-site directly under the nose of his first chair Peter and the
Apostles. Rather, Barnabas moves into a more ambassadorial role, someone who
journeys away from home base as an official spokesperson for the central organizing
body. Though he is a second chair leader, Barnabas is sent off from the Jerusalem Church
for a season to give oversight to the ministry in Antioch. Perhaps the weakness of the
Barnabas model, the reason why it did not click on all seven qualities is due to the off-site
nature of his work. For this study, I interviewed second chair leaders who operate literally
under the same roof as their first chair leader. A literal dissimilarity of proximity exists
between the context in which Barnabas used the final authority entrusted him and the
context of a second chair leader in the local church.
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I hypothesize, therefore, that perhaps the Barnabas model of second chair
leadership would best inform the role of the satellite campus pastor, a model now being
widely used across North America.
Axiom VI
Positional authority is essential for second chair leaders of large congregations if
they are to be effective in their role but it should only be used as last resort. The flip side
of axiom four is that in order for second chair leaders of large congregations to be an
effective extension of the office of the senior pastor, their role must be imbued with a
measure of positional authority. At each interview, I asked point blank, “Could you lead
without positional authority?” Of the twenty-five participants, 60 percent stated that some
measure of positional authority is necessary in order for them to do their job effectively.
Two of those who said yes to the above question have no organizational management
responsibility, and another said, “Yes, but [positional authority] sure helps to get the job
done” (Doyle Roth). Taking into account these latter responses, the percentage of those
who believe some measure of positional authority is necessary jumps to 74 percent
(n=17).
Looking back at Barnabas, he was given the right of final authority, the intangible
entitlement of first chair leaders to have the final word, to trump any decision by another
in the organization, to make course corrections and to revision for the organization
midstream. This quality is not the measure of authority granted second chair leaders of
large congregations. Unlike Barnabas, they were (willingly) dependent upon their senior
pastor to create the vision for the church; however, once this vision was articulated, the
second chair leader was off and running. They made course corrections. They trumped

Griffin 140
decisions by others in the organization, but again unlike Barnabas, their word was never
final. Their word could always be trumped, and willingly so, by the senior pastor. Their
leadership was always subordinate to that of the first chair. It was never an independent,
call-it-as-you-see-it, steer-the-organization-where-you-think-best kind of authority. As
such, I do not think the Barnabas model of second chair authority accurately depicts that
of second chair leaders of large congregations.
In their book, Bonem and Patterson, however, accurately capture the authority
expressed by the participants. Bonem and Patterson confirm this permissive and
retractable form of authority, naming it the “subordinate-leader paradox” (25). The
subordinate leader “recogniz[es] and accept[s] that [they] are not the lead leader” (30).
The subordinate leader has been given a job to do but lives with the expectation that his
or her decisions can be trumped at any time. This takes a special blend of “humility and
gladness” and requires “a spirit of loyalty,” all characteristics of the participants for this
study (31).
Nevertheless, my intent was not to impose the degree of authority exhibited in the
Barnabas model as a requirement for effective leadership from the second chair but to
investigate if positional authority itself was necessary. Carroll maintains that authority
“based on effective pastoral care, became more important for their legitimacy than
authority of office” (70). Though the participants’ responses varied as indicated above,
unlike Carroll, they were overwhelming in favor of some measure of positional authority
as being essential.
With positional authority intact, the participants chose not to play the positional
authority card unless they absolutely had to. In the words of Tim Turner, “You don’t
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have to be a horse’s rear to be a good leader.” Similar to Hagberg’s description of the
Stage Four and Stage Five leader, the participant’s accessibility and visibility enabled the
church staff to “expose their fears and insecurities and then to slowly rise above them”
(165). Bradford and Cohen call this “Post-Heroic Leadership” while Jim Collins uses the
phrase “Level 5 Leader.” All are confirmed in their descriptions and resemble the kind of
leadership offered by the participants of this study.
Practical Applications
This study yielded three practical implications for persons seeking or currently in
a second chair role in a large congregation.
How to Lead Effectively from the Second Chair
The first practical implication reveals how to effectively lead from the second
chair. Perhaps if someone were new to the role, then this study offers a where-to-begin
and identifies the priorities and/or habits to which they are to attend. This study would
also prepare such a person with the tools for serving their senior pastor and give them a
heads up on the kinds of situations to expect. These practical how-to tools are depicted in
the outer bubbles of Figure 5.4 and treated exhaustively in Chapter 4.
How to Hold the Church between the Lines of the Vision
The second practical application of this study is a bit less quantifiable. The study
gives the reader a look inside the second chair leader’s process of discernment depicted
as the centerpiece of Figure 5.4. This process includes the power of spiritual authority, a
time of seeking God’s will in prayer and quiet contemplation, also treated exhaustively in
Chapter 4.
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Finally, Figure 5.4 as a whole represents how to hold the church as an
organization between the lines of the senior pastor’s vision. As the second chair leader
engages that internal conversation, he or she maintains the present course of the church
toward a future not-yet-realized reality.

Figure 5.4. How to hold the organization between the lines.

How to Acquire the Skills and Intuitions of a Second Chair Leader
Having lived inside the heads of these second chair leaders and interacted with the
literature for the last two years, I would like to suggest how you, the reader, might
acquire the skills and intuitions of a second chair leader.
Continuing education. Dr. David R. Fletcher, professor and an executive pastor
himself, hosts the Web site www.xpastor.org. On this site, numerous articles are posted
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by second chair leaders serving large congregations. Fletcher also includes the Executive
Pastor Indicator (XP-I), a useful tool toward understanding your personality type and
unique giftings, and links to similar Web sites. In addition, Fletcher hosts an annual
conference and numerous workshops that meet at different locations throughout the year.
His conferences and workshops are not the only of its kind but a solid starting point.
A growing academic field exists to serve the needs of second chair leaders in
large congregations. Investigate theological institutions for DMin cohorts that cater to
this field.
A potential reading list could include many of the books listed in my Works Cited
and Works Consulted sections. If I had to pick my top five books with which to start,
these would be Leading from the Second Chair (Bonem and Patterson), The Four
Obsessions of an Effective Executive (Lencioni), The 360 Degree Leader (Maxwell), Real
Power (Hagberg), and Silos, Politics, and Turf Wars (Lencioni).
One final suggestion for continuing education, and perhaps the most beneficial, is
to go interview second chair leaders of large congregations in your area. During my
youth ministry years, I always took the month of May to visit other high-quality, thriving
youth ministries. I cannot say enough about how this annual practice fueled the following
eleven months of ministry. Conferences are great, but I often left those feeling inadequate
and I usually did not get to ask my questions. So block off a couple dates. Make some
phone calls. Share a cup of coffee or a bite for lunch (you pay). My grand tour questions
may be of help as a starting point (see Appendix D). Read through my review of
literature in Chapter 2 to prep yourself for the kinds of responses you will hear. Use a
recorder or take notes. Go to listen. The gains, the tips acquired will more than likely
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have the same effect on you as all the interviews I conducted through the years have had
on me—the makings for a more prepared, more focused, more knowledgeable, more
enthusiastic second chair leader. I continue this practice today in my new role as
associate pastor.
Cultivating high capacity leaders. If currently a second chair leader, then in
addition to managing your organization’s resources and people, self-impose on your job
description something to the effect of “cultivate high capacity leaders.” Be intentional
about scouting your immediate surroundings for potential future leaders. Barnabas was a
developer of leaders. Barnabas was gifted at seeing potential amid immaturity,
possibilities despite rough edges. Barnabas embraced Saul, later named Paul. Barnabas
spotted a potential leader and wanted to see where it might lead. Filson writes, “Barnabas
brought out the possibilities of leadership which others could not discern and even these
men themselves did not realize they possessed” (112). If you are in a second chair role,
do you leverage your influence as a means of raising up high capacity leaders? Do you
think of it as part of your job? More than scouting for fresh talent, this commitment is to
the length and breadth of discipleship. A gifted person can spot a potential leader but only
a committed person can cultivate that talent for the kingdom.
Identifying clear lines of authority. Get together with your senior pastor and/or
your governing elders. Make sure you understand the extent, and therefore, the limits of
your authority. Create an organizational chart to illustrate. Discuss the phenomena of the
end-run with these leaders and try to firm up their commitment to support the authority
they have vested in your role.
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If appropriate, share the organizational chart with staff whom you manage. Do so
to provide clarity, not lordship. It may be that your church staff feels isolated in their
ministry silos, as if they have no one to bounce ideas off of or to share frustrations with.
You may be their lifeline to vitality coursing elsewhere through the organization.
Implications for Existing Body of Knowledge
In Chapter 4, I reported on discernment as a quality of second chair leaders. I
want to explore the implications of this finding further here.
Vision Building from the Second Chair
If I were to marry together the two qualities of component-oriented and discerning
and give them a title, I would come up with vision building from the second chair. Vision
is often tagged as the exclusive activity of first chair leaders, a view that Steve Wright
supports. He shared, “I don’t think you want a competing visionary [in the second
chair].” Visionary senior pastors see unrealities and know why those unrealities are worth
achieving. They articulate these to their congregations. As senior pastors do so, they
motivate, create momentum, and garner support for the vision. Having vision in the
second chair is not necessarily a divisive quality as long as “your vision is not key to
what happens” at the church. Wright concluded, “There needs to be high deferral to the
[vision] of the first chair.” Dan Reiland termed the kind of visionary first chair leader
described above as an “entrepreneurial visionary” and followed with “God talks directly
to [them].”
Once the entrepreneurial visionary receives this vision from God, casts it, rallies
support for it, one question remains unanswered: How do they implement the vision?
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From my observations, large congregations charge their second chair leaders with
the responsibility of designing a plan, of creating a process and a checklist, and then
managing that process. Figure 5.5 illustrates the activity of second chair leaders as Vision
Builders.

Figure 5.5. Vision building from the second chair.

The management or administrative activity that is often a part of second chair
leadership in large congregations is only part of the picture. Their managing activity takes
place on a continuum of movement from the start, or casting of the vision, to the
realization of that vision.
If second chair leaders of large congregations were to manage merely for the sake
of church health, they would be nursemaids checking vital signs, not leading the
organization from strength to strength. They are more than that. They are the engineers of
the future church. While their first chair leader envisions and designs this future church,
the second chair leader of a large congregation builds the vision. They are Vision
Builders.
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Second chair leaders as vision builders leap into action once they know where
they are going. Someone designs a car. That is vision. The engineer sees the car, likes the
car, perhaps even falls in love with the car design. He or she then visualizes all the
component parts needed to build it. The engineer then devises a plan for making those
parts, manages the assembly, and finally, tests the results. The visionary leader designed
the car, marketed the car, got others excited about its release, while the engineer buried
himself or herself in the factory and built it. The building of the vision is the readingbetween-the-lines phenomena I heard coming from the second chair leaders I
interviewed.
Dan Reiland is the executive pastor at the mega 12 Stones Community Church.
He and his senior pastor have been together for seven years as first and second chair
respectively. During that time they have led the church through a relocation, grown the
church by 1,000 percent, launched two satellite campuses, and had many more highvisionary achievements. Though his senior pastor “sees [the vision] first,” Reiland
remarked that “God talks to me about creative ways to get there.” Reiland explained his
role in the movement from the first sighting of the vision to its realization:
I’ll see different angles and different possibilities. There’s all kinds of
ways to do it, and they are not all good. But I think there are some
anointed ways to get there. Just like if you are driving across town, there
are some wrong roads. And if God helps me, I might pick the right roads.
So I’m probably visionary as a builder.
Figure 5.5 illustrates this continuum of movement from the start of the vision to its
realization. As the church moves along this continuum, the cyclical arrows represent the
internal conversation of the second chair leader, which materializes as his or her
measureable activity, what he or she does (Research Question #1). Figure 5.4 (p.142) is a
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blown up, birds-eye view of the activity of second chair leaders. This internal
conversation is marked by a continuous dialogue between the components of the
organization (their area of unique oversight) and the discerning quality.
Limitations of the Study
I have categorized the limitations of the study into three areas: (1) gender and
race, (2) first chair visionary leadership, and (3) the interview protocol.
Gender and Race
Only two females were interviewed for this study and only one of them fit the
criteria for the study which means twenty-four out of twenty-five participants were men.
Additionally, all participants were Caucasian. I had hoped to interview more women and
non-Caucasians for the study but had difficulty locating such persons within the
Lexington and Atlanta areas (the locus for most of my research) who met the criteria for
the study.
First Chair Visionary Leadership
The conclusions offered in this study assume a quality of the senior pastor, that he
or she is a visionary leader. I did not require this quality of the first chair as criteria for
the study; however, in all cases the participants described their senior pastor as a
visionary leader. This quality of the first chair does affect the talents and abilities required
of the second chair. For the high visionary senior pastor, implementation details tend to
bog them down. Timelines stifle their creativity. Org charts appear tedious. However, as
demonstrated by this study, these are all practical and necessary components for bringing
the vision to fruition. If the senior pastor were not a visionary leader, the activity and
qualities required of the second chair may have varied.
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The Interview Protocol
Two of the qualities, self-sacrificing and developer of leaders, were not traits
common to the participants, not that the participants never sacrificed or never made a
point to mentor emerging leaders, but not within the purview of their second chair role at
the church. Upon further reflection, I recognize a possible weakness in the interview
protocol itself. My grand tour questions only vaguely targeted these two variables. For
example, I asked about the participant’s relationship with the staff, which yielded
responses about how to relate to staff. The questions were never couched in mentoring or
coaching language; thus, the responses yielded a kind of dry, utilitarian exchange of
information, not an actual portrait of those staff relationships. The same is true for the
self-sacrificing questions. I never asked direct questions about personal finances. For
those who transitioned from the secular to the nonprofit sector, I do not recall opening up
space in the conversation for the participants to reflect on the sacrifices required during
that period of their lives.
Suggestions for Further Study
Handling Criticism
One common experience among the participants was how to handle criticism of
their senior pastor. It usually came up only in passing and I did not recognize this pattern
surfacing until the interviews were complete and I was reading back over the transcripts.
How have they handled criticism of their senior pastor? Do they listen to it, give it a fair
hearing? And if so, how do they retain a semblance of loyalty? The participant responses
did not adequately address these questions. I would assume that these second chair
leaders were proficient at refusing to be triangulated into a conversation, especially with
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the high value they placed on building trust. Further, I suspect they would differentiate
between criticism as negative and criticism as constructive feedback, similar to the role of
filtering information.
The opposing side of this issue is how they handle criticism of their subordinates
in ministry. For example, they must recognize the line between listening to complaints
and allowing oneself to be manipulated so that others get their way. Most people who
complain do so not because they want solutions but because they just want to complain.
Satellite Campus Pastor
Under the section “Dissimilarities” in Chapter 2 and again in the section “Axiom
V” of Chapter 5, I discussed the off-site nature of Barnabas’ leadership. I established in
Chapter 2 that Barnabas was indeed a second chair leader. His first chairs were the
apostles, particularly Peter, James, and John. He was submitted to their leadership and
vision for the future of the Christian church. However, Barnabas was given final
authority, the intangible entitlement of first chair leaders to have the final word, to trump
any decision by another in the organization, to make course corrections and to revision
for the organization midstream. Though final authority is not the measure of authority
granted second chair leaders of large congregations, it is the measure of authority
reflective of satellite campus pastors. They are the on-site, in charge leaders. In addition
to being in charge (just as an executive pastor would be), they interpret the vision of their
sponsoring congregations through the lens of the indigenous values and needs of the
satellite campus populations. Only then do they implement the vision, one that is
contextual and relevant and yet consistent with the thematic goals of the mother church.
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The Barnabas model for second chair leadership identifies seven qualities: wise
mediator, developer of leaders, joyfully submitted, process oriented, voices conviction,
self-sacrificing, and not ego driven (see Figure 2.2, p.53). The least common of these
qualities in the second chair leaders of large congregations whom I interviewed were selfsacrificing and developer of leaders. Perhaps these two qualities, as well as the other five,
would be readily apparent in a parallel study consisting of satellite campus pastors. I
hypothesize that what I have discovered in the model of Barnabas is a model for satellite
campus pastoral leadership. With so little yet to be published to date on the subject of
satellite campus leadership, the Barnabas model could be of significant value to persons
in such a role.
Raising Up Leaders from Within
How does one get into the role of a second chair leader? Furthermore, do
churches looking to hire someone look for an outside hire or exclusively promote from
within?
When the participants were hired to the role/level of a second chair, all total,
twenty-one out of the twenty-five participants (84 percent) were raised up from within.
Three of the four who were not raised up from within held long-time, “close” (by their
description) friendships with the senior pastor who hired them. Additionally, six of the
twenty-one who were raised up from within graduated to their present second chair
position from a parallel position at another church. Put another way, among the
participants, no second chair leader was hired from a youth minister position at one
church and promoted to the position of second chair by another church.
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At first glance, this data suggests that large congregations do not promote (from
third chair to second chair) outside hires, but that promoting from within (from third chair
to second chair) does occur. The idea of raising up leaders from within is not new. The
benefits of having someone on staff whose character, competence, and chemistry are
known to the organization and its leaders speaks for itself; however, with respect to
hiring someone into the second chair, very little research to date exists. This statistical
data suggests the beginnings of a possible recommendation to large churches but requires
further inquiry before any conclusive observations can be made.
Reflections on the Barnabas Model
Throughout Chapter 5, I have commented on both the parallels and
inconsistencies existing between the Barnabas model (see Figure 2.2, p.53) and the
portrait of second chair leadership emerging through this study. However, I do not
believe that the inaccuracy of the Barnabas model is the reason for the inconsistencies.
Rather, I think the absence of some of the qualities in the participants for the study can be
explained as the result of contextual dissimilarities.
For the first century Christian, the gospel of Jesus Christ existed as a movement.
No one knew where it might pop up next. Not until three centuries later did Constantine
declare Christianity the official religion of the Roman Empire. His declaration
introduced, for the first time, an institutional flavor. Looking back Barnabas was part of
the first century Church. As recorded in Acts 4, Barnabas dove into the current,
surrendering over his earthly possessions as fuel for the movement. Driving this
movement was a sense of urgency to spread the gospel message. Christ’s return was
imminent by their account. Their anticipation of His imminent return galvanized the
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people of God. They held all things in common, had all eyes and energies fixed on the
Great Commission. Paul was so convinced of Christ’s return that he urged believers not
to get married, that is, to remain uncommitted, unencumbered by the responsibility of
domestic life. In contrast, today people concern themselves with building toward
retirement. They live today as though they plan to be here forty years from now. Adding
to this contrast, the church now exists as a formal institution with exhaustive policies and
formally appointed and/or elected positions of governance. It is within this context that
the participants for this study apply their skills and talents.
The two qualities that were not confirmed by this study, developer of leaders and
self-sacrificing, I think can both be attributed to contextual dissimilarities. Barnabas was
connected at the top. He was a direct report to the apostles, specifically Peter, James, and
John, who served the Jerusalem church. The other nine disciples launched out in semiindependent ministries of evangelism, so assumedly leaders were few. Barnabas was
assigned to Antioch, a geographically distant, experimental missionary outpost that even
further thinned Barnabas’ leadership pool. In Antioch, Barnabas developed leaders and
this out of necessity. A leadership void existed. The vision of bringing Jesus to the
Gentile world required mature, courageous, inspired leaders. The church was just getting
started. Stephen, one of the leaders in Antioch, had just been stoned to death. The quality
of leader that Barnabas needed was scant, so naturally, he began developing them.
When comparing Barnabas’ situation with the second chair leader of a large
congregation in the Southeast, today’s second chair leader has an advantage over
Barnabas and the early Church leaders which hardly even seems fair. Church staff have
access to a limitless buffet of resources and specialized training venues. In many cases,
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staff recruits arrive equipped with a rich background in formal theological training.
Barnabas had none of these.
As I reflect on the absence of the developer of leader quality in the participants
for this study, I do not think it is due to the inaccuracy of the Barnabas model. Rather, I
think the developer of leaders quality exists as a secondary characteristic, one that is
more contextual, less universal. Therefore, the other five qualities (not ego driven,
joyfully submitted, voices conviction/principled, wise mediator, component oriented)
can be interpreted as the primary qualities of second chair leadership, those that are
universally observed.
Similarly, the early Church was unfunded. No grants had been established.
Unsurprisingly the early Church “shared everything they had” (Acts 4:32). Combine this
lack of funding with their conviction that Jesus’ return was imminent, and there exists
very little reason to plan for the future. Extreme circumstances elicited extreme sacrifice.
I do not want to disparage the generosity of those early Christians, but perhaps at least
with respect to Barnabas, again the context of first century Christianity may have
catalyzed the emergence of the self-sacrificing quality. If the roles were reversed,
knowing the participants for this study as I have come to know them, I think each would
joyfully make outstanding personal monetary and material sacrifices. As with the former,
the quality of self-sacrificing emerges as a secondary quality, one that is more contextual,
less universal.
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Postscript
I began Chapter 1 with an excerpt from my own experience of trying to
communicate vision. As a young pastor, I once preached a sermon calling my listeners to
evangelism, declaring the gospel “a rooftop strategy!” It was a very powerful, moving
persuasive sermon. I thought the power of persuasion (and inspiration) would be enough
to get our people out sharing the gospel with their friends and neighbors. I concluded that
I was a very young pastor. I learned then that a well-organized, well-conceived
implementation strategy is as vital to the success of the vision as the conceiving and
casting of the vision itself.
I have been given a gift. It is the gift of twenty-five highly competent, seasoned
second chair leaders speaking into my work life their wisdom and advice. Their faces and
voices travel with me wherever I go, into every obstacle before me. As an associate
pastor for a congregation in north Georgia, I am better equipped at anticipating problems,
at serving my senior pastor, and at attending to the issues with which the second chair
uniquely needs be concerned. This project has increased my competencies like none
other. I am the blessed recipient of a ballast of insight that will serve my present and
future ministry in the years to come.
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APPENDIX A
SAMPLE E-MAIL TO SECOND CHAIR LEADER

XXXXXXXXXXXX,
My name is Gordon Griffin. I am the Associate Pastor at Hebron Christian Church over
in Watkinsville, GA. I am also working on a DMin degree through Asbury Seminary.
The research portion of my project has me interviewing Associate and Executive Pastors
in congregations of 800 or more. I would like to interview you as part of my project,
provided that your church is above this mark in weekend worship attendance. The
interview would take no more than 30 minutes.
I will be available on [multiple dates] between [time] and [time] each of those days.
Please let me know if one of these dates/times works best for you. Thanks so much for
your time and consideration of my request.

Gordon Griffin
Associate Pastor
Hebron Christian Church
Watkinsville, GA
(XXX) XXX-XXXX
gordon_griffin@asburyseminary.edu
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APPENDIX B
SAMPLE E-MAIL REMINDER

XXXXXXXXXXXX,
Just a reminder, we are on the calendar for tomorrow at X:XXpm at y'alls church. Look
forward to meeting you then.

Gordon Griffin
Associate Pastor
Hebron Christian Church
gordon_griffin@asburyseminary.edu
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APPENDIX C
SAMPLE E-MAIL THANK-YOU

Pastor XXXXXXXXXXXX,

Thanks so much for meeting with me today. I really enjoyed our time together. Each of
these interviews further enriches my perspective for ministry. I can tell that God clearly
has His hand on your life and is blessing your leadership at XXXXXXXX Church.
Thanks again for your time.

Have a great rest of the week!

Gordon Griffin
Associate Pastor
Hebron Christian Church
Watkinsville, GA
(XXX) XXX-XXXX
gordon_griffin@asburyseminary.edu
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APPENDIX D
INTERVIEW QUESTIONS
(1) I’d like to start just by hearing a bit about your background. How did you end
up here? What did you do before you came here? That sort of thing.
(2) Talk about your skill sets, your giftings.
(3) Could you describe your role here today? What kinds of responsibilities have
been given to you?
(4) Can you talk a bit about [name of senior pastor] vision for the church? How do
you catch that? I’m sure you have dreams as well. How do you all head in the same
direction?
(5) Could you talk about authority? How important is it?
(6) How would you describe your leadership style with regard to the staff?
(7) What are some of the difficulties that go along with a role like this?
(8) Any advice that you would like to pass along to someone considering a role
like this?
(9) Is there any topic that we have not discussed as it relates to your role?
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APPENDIX E
SAMPLE PROBING QUESTIONS

Could you lead without some measure of positional authority?
What do you do when someone comes to you with criticism of your senior pastor? How
do you handle that?
Talk more about that.
Has there ever been a desire in you to want to preach, to want to do the upfront kinds of
things?
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APPENDIX F
LIST OF PARTICIPANTS
Participant
Baker, John
Bream, Harvey
Britt, Billy
Davidson, Ron
Dickens, Jeanette
Erler, Fred
Greer, Howard
Horn, Greg
Hobgood, Alvin
Holliday, Rick
Hooper, Charles
Howard, David
Jones, Walter
McLeod, Jesse
Moore, Scott
Nixon, Dawson
Nix, Doug
Parker, Larry
Reiland, Dan
Roth, Doyle
Turner, Tim
Vogeltanz, Bryson
Wages, Boyd
Walter, Darren
Wright, Steve

Church / Location
Grace Fellowship Church
Snellville, GA
Savannah Christian Church
Savannah, GA
Hebron Baptist Church
Dacula, GA
Snellville FBC
Snellville, GA
Mt. Pisgah UMC
Alpharetta, GA
Mt. Pisgah UMC
Alpharetta, GA
Conyers FBC
Conyers, GA
Northeast Christian Church
Lexington, KY
North Metro Baptist Church
Lawrenceville, GA
NorthPoint Community Church
Buckhead/Alpharetta, GA
Perimeter Church
Duluth, GA
Immanuel Baptist Church
Lexington, KY
Snellville FUMC
Snellville, GA
Centenary UMC
Lexington, KY
Eastridge Community Church
Covington, GA
Cannon UMC
Snellville, GA
Park Avenue Baptist Church
Athens, GA
Sugarloaf UMC
Duluth, GA
12 Stones Community Church
Lawrenceville, GA
Harvester Christian Church
St. Charles, MO
Porter Memorial Baptist Church
Lexington, KY
Athens Church
Athens, GA
Church of the Apostles
Atlanta, GA
Southeast Christian Church
Louisville, KY
Crossroads Christian Church
Lexington, KY

Job Title
Associate Pastor
Executive Pastor
Senior Executive Minister
Associate Pastor
Director of Stewardship
Executive Pastor
Associate Pastor
Executive Minister
Executive Minister for Programs
Executive Director for Ministry
Services
Division Director of
Congregational Ministries
Associate Pastor
Executive Pastor
Senior Administrator
Executive Pastor
Minister of Administration
Pastor of Discipleship
Executive Pastor
Executive Pastor
Executive Pastor
Associate of Discipleship &
Adult Ministries
Minister of Administration
Administrator
Senior Administrator
Executive Minister
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Participant
Zant, Will

Church / Location
Athens First UMC
Athens, GA

Job Title
Associate Pastor
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